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ABSTRACT 
 
NON NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKING TEACHERS' SELF PERCEPTIONS OF 
THEIR PRONUNCIATION AND PRONUNCIATION TEACHING PRACTICES 
 
Nihal Yapıcı Sarıkaya 
 
M.A., Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language 
Supervisor: Dr. Deniz Ortaçtepe 
 
May 24, 2013 
 
 Native English speaking teachers (NESTs) and non-native English speaking 
teachers (NNESTs) have been studied by many researchers in the literature in 
regards to the similarities and differences between these two types of teachers, their 
perceptions of teaching English, as well as their language proficiency levels (Al-
Omrani, 2008; Arva & Medgyes, 2000; Ezberci, 2005; Lipovsky & Mahboob, 2007; 
Merino, 1997; Shen & Wu, 2007; Tajino & Tajino, 2000). Yet, there is still a lack of 
in-depth studies that solely focus on NNESTs' teaching of a specific skill and their 
v 
 
perceptions of their own language skills and the relationship between these two 
aspects. 
 In this respect, the present study with 140 Turkish NNESTs aimed to examine 
self perceptions of NNESTs about their pronunciation skills, their pronunciation 
teaching practices and the relationship between their self perceptions of their English 
pronunciation and their pronunciation teaching practices. The self perceptions and 
pronunciation teaching practices of the NNESTs were also examined in regards to 
the following factors; 1) Teaching Experience, 2) Degree of Education, 3) Taking 
Phonology Classes, 4) Having a Native English Speaking Teacher, and 5) Time 
Spent in English Speaking Countries. The data were collected through a five-point 
Likert-scale questionnaire and analyzed quantitatively by means of statistical 
measures. 
 The results revealed that having a native English speaking instructor, taking 
phonology classes and spending time in English speaking countries are the factors 
that affect NNESTs' perceptions and their teaching practices. While having a native 
English speaking teacher and spending time in English speaking countries are the 
factors that led the NNESTs rate their own pronunciation skills low, in terms of 
classroom practices, the most influential factor is taking phonology classes which 
positively affects the pronunciation teaching occurrence in their classes. The study 
also revealed that there is no significant relationship between the self perceptions of 
NNESTs and pronunciation teaching practices.  
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 Concerning the results above, this study implied that NNESTs a) should not 
be underestimated about their pronunciation teaching; b) should be encouraged to 
take phonology classes as part of their professional development.  
Key words: NNESTs, pronunciation teaching, self perception, phonology. 
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ÖZET 
 
 
ANADİLİ İNGİLİZCE OLMAYAN İNGİLİZCE ÖĞRETMENLERİNİN KENDİ 
TELAFFUZLARINI ALGILARI VE TELAFFUZ ÖĞRETİMLERİ 
 
Nihal Yapıcı Sarıkaya 
 
Yüksek Lisans, Yabancı Dil Olarak İngilizce Öğretimi Bölümü 
Tez Yöneticisi: Dr. Deniz Ortaçtepe 
 
24 Mayıs 2013 
 
 Ana dili İngilizce olan İngilizce öğretmenleri (NEST) ve ana dili İngilizce 
olmayan İngilizce öğretmenleri (NNEST) birçok araştırmacı tarafından bu iki 
öğretmen grubunun benzerlikleri ve farklılıkları, İngilizce öğretimi algıları, ve dil 
yeterlilikleri açısından incelenmiştir  (Al-Omrani, 2008; Arva & Medgyes, 2000; 
Ezberci, 2005; Lipovsky & Mahboob, 2007; Merino, 1997; Shen & Wu, 2007; 
Tajino & Tajino, 2000). Ancak, literatürde hala sadece ana dili İngilizce olmayan 
İngilizce öğretmenlerinin belirli bir dil becerisini öğretmesini ve bu dil becerisindeki 
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öz algılarını, ve bu iki faktörün arasındaki ilişkiyi inceleyen çalışmalar az sayıda 
bulunmaktadır. 
 Bu bağlamda, 140 Türk İngilizce öğretmeni ile gerçekleştirilmiş olan bu 
çalışma, ana dili İngilizce olmayan İngilizce öğretmenlerinin telaffuz becerileri ile 
ilgili öz algılarını, telaffuz öğretimlerini ve bu öğretmenlerin öz algıları ile 
öğretimleri arasındaki ilişkiyi araştırmayı amaçlamaktadır. Aynı zamanda, bu 
öğretmenlerin öz algıları ve öğretimlerinin aşağıdaki faktörler ile ilişkileri de 
incelenmiştir; 1) Öğretmenlik Deneyimi, 2) Eğitim Düzeyi, 3) Sesbilim dersi eğitimi, 
4) Anadili İngilizce olan İngilizce Öğretmeninden eğitim almış olması 5) Ana dili 
İngilizce olan ülkelerde bulunma süresi. Veriler 5 dereceli Likert ölçekli anket 
aracılığıyla toplanmış ve istatiksel ölçümler yolu ile niteliksel olarak çözümlenmiştir.   
 Çalışmanın nitel bulguları, ana dili İngilizce olan bir İngilizce öğretmeni 
tarafından eğitim görmek, ana dili İngilizce olan ülkelerde geçirilen süre ve sesbilim 
eğitimi alma faktörlerinin ana dili İngilizce olmayan İngilizce öğretmenlerinin öz 
algılarında ve öğretimlerinde etkileri olduğunu ortaya koymaktadır. Anadili İngilizce 
olan İngilizce öğretmeninden eğitim almak ve İngilizce konuşulan ülkelerde 
bulunmuş olmanın katılımcıların kendi telaffuz becerilerini düşük olarak 
değerlendirmelerine yol açarken, sınıf uygulamaları bağlamında en önemli faktörün 
ses bilim dersi almak olduğu ve bu dersleri alan öğretmenlerin derslerinde telaffuz 
öğretimine, ses bilim dersi almayan öğretmenlere kıyasla daha fazla yer verdikleri 
sonucu ortaya çıkmıştır. Çalışma aynı zamanda, ana dili İngilizce olmayan İngilizce 
öğretmenlerinin öz algıları ile telaffuz öğretimleri arasında istatiksel olarak anlamlı 
bir ilişki olmadığını kanıtlar niteliktedir.    
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 Yukarıdaki sonuçlar doğrusltusunda, bu çalışma ana dili İngilizce olmayan 
İngilizce öğretmenlerinin a) telaffuz eğitimi konusunda azımsanmamalarının, b) 
profesyonel gelişimlerinin bir parçası olarak ses bilim dersleri almaları konusunda 
teşvik edilmelerinin gerekliliğini vurgulamaktadır.   
Anahtar kelimeler: Ana dili İngilizce olmayan İngilizce öğretmenleri (NNESTs), 
telaffuz eğitimi, öz algı, ses bilim. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
In English language teaching contexts, a teacher whose L1 is English is called 
a native English speaking teacher (NEST) and those whose L1 is not English are 
called non-native English speaking teachers (NNESTs). “A native speaker of English 
is traditionally defined as someone who speaks English as his or her native language, 
also called mother tongue, first language, or L1” (Medgyes, 2001, p.430). These 
teachers have been compared and studied by many researchers in the literature and 
differences between these two types of teachers, as well as their similarities, their 
perceptions of teaching English, and their language proficiency levels have been the 
main focus of these studies. (Al-Omrani, 2008; Arva & Medgyes, 2000; Ezberci, 
2005; Lipovsky & Mahboob, 2007; Merino, 1997; Shen & Wu, 2007; Shirvani 
Shahenayatani, 1987; Tajino & Tajino, 2000).  
As well as the comparison of these two types of teachers, there have also been 
many studies which have focused on only NNESTs and various aspects of their 
teaching experiences such as their self perceptions of proficiency and employability. 
Yet, the literature on NNESTs still lacks in-depth studies on the teaching of specific 
skills such as pronunciation, teachers’ perception of their own pronunciation skills 
and the relationship between these two aspects. The aim of this study is to reveal a 
picture of NNESTs’ styles of teaching pronunciation, their perceptions of their own 
pronunciation skills, and the relationship between their perceptions and their reported 
pronunciation teaching styles.   
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Background of the study 
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) has widely been taught by non-native 
English speaking teachers (NNEST) in many countries, including Turkey. 
Widdowson (1994), Crystal (1995) and Graddol (1997) state that with the spread of 
English as a lingua franca, the number of non-native teachers has been steadily 
increasing (as cited in Arva & Medgyes, 2000). There have been several studies 
comparing native English speaking teachers (NESTs) to NNESTs (Arva & Medgyes, 
2000; Ezberci, 2005; Merino, 1997; Shahenayati, 1987; Tajino & Tajino, 2000), and 
some differences have been put forth in terms of language competence and teaching 
English in both foreign language (EFL) and second language (ESL) situations, as 
well as comparing the roles they are likely to assume in team teaching situations. 
NESTs and NNESTs are represented as ‘two different species’ in terms of their 
language proficiency and teaching behaviours and there are perceived differences in 
teaching behaviour between NNESTs and NESTs (Arva & Medgyes, 2000). 
Medgyes (1983) claims that NNESTs generally feel insecure using the language they 
have to teach and as a result of this feeling they become either pessimistic or 
aggressive. He states that this insecurity leads to NNESTs’ focusing too much on 
grammar and ignoring pronunciation and vocabulary. In addition to feeling insecure, 
NNESTs have the disadvantage of still being learners of English themselves. In their 
study comparing NESTs to NNESTs, Arva and Medgyes (2000) found that in all 
four skills NNESTs lagged behind NESTs.  
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Other studies have focused solely on NNESTs; many looking at NNESTs’ 
self-perceptions, their perceptions of teaching English as a foreign language in 
general, and students’ perceptions of non-native language teachers. Tang (2007) 
discusses that NNESTs realize the need to improve themselves in language 
proficiency and they are aware that their inadequate language proficiency negatively 
affects their confidence in teaching English. In line with Tang’s discussion, Choi 
(2007) claims that some NNESTs believe being non-native is the most difficult part 
of their professions and they feel uncomfortable about being non-native while some 
others do not see it as a barrier at all. NNESTs’ self perceptions have been revealed 
in the context of several issues such as vocabulary knowledge, cultural knowledge, 
pronunciation and grammar knowledge. With respect to pronunciation in particular, 
Silva (2009) found that NNESTs think that students want NESTs in classrooms 
because they have better pronunciation; therefore, they are better models for 
students. This statement clearly shows that NNESTs who participated in the study 
mentioned above, did not feel proficient in pronunciation. In terms of self perception 
of pronunciation and sounding native like, there have been studies which show that 
there is a relationship between teachers’ self perception of their own pronunciation 
and their teaching practice preferences. According to Tang’s (1997) findings, 
NNESTs thought that their native English speaking colleagues were better in 
pronunciation and speaking thus associated themselves with accuracy rather than 
fluency. In other words, these NNESTs focus on accuracy in their classes rather than 
fluency, which automatically crosses out the teaching of pronunciation. Similarly, in 
Ozturk and Atay’s (2010) study, NNESTs stated their desire to have a better 
command of English in terms of speaking fluently and without hesitation and these 
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NNESTs’ felt inefficient when they compared themselves to their native English 
speaking colleagues.  
However, NNESTs’ perceptions of their own language skills do not always 
show lack of confidence signs and this confidence obviously affects the way they 
teach. In a recent study conducted by Kamhi-Stein, Aagard, Ching, Paik and Sasser 
(2004), NNESTs, who work at primary and secondary school level, recorded that 
they are confident in their pronunciation skills and language proficiency in general 
(as cited in Moussu & Llurda, 2008). In a similar study, Llurda and Huguet (2003) 
pointed out that NNESTs show confidence in their language proficiency in general if 
they spent some time abroad. Those who had not spent time abroad seemed to think 
that a NEST would be a better model for the students (as cited in  Moussu & Llurda, 
2008). Moreover, a similar study conducted by Arva and Medgyes (2000) showed 
that NNESTs’ lack of confidence in teaching pronunciation was in vain as they 
defined their pronunciation as ‘at near native level’ when they observed those 
NNESTs during classroom practices.  
When a context that includes only NNESTs is considered, it is important to 
explore their self-perceptions about being non-native. There are studies on self-
perceptions of language proficiency in general. However, there are not studies on 
perceptions of NNESTs about the issue of being non native and teaching 
pronunciation in an EFL context. Moreover, in their article Moussu and Llurda 
(2008) stated that the largest part of the literature is related to North American 
situation and ESL contexts. At this point, it is important to look at the relationship 
between the self-perception of Turkish NNESTs on pronunciation and oral 
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communication skills and their teaching practices in a specific area, namely 
pronunciation.  
Statement of the Problem 
The place of non native English speaking teachers (NNESTs) and native 
English speaking teachers (NESTs) in EFL and ESL contexts, the comparison of 
their language proficiency, self-perceptions, and students’ perceptions about NESTs 
versus NNESTs, have received great attention in recent literature and a great deal of 
studies have been conducted on these issues (Al-Omrani, 2008; Arva & Medgyes, 
2000; Ezberci, 2005; Lipovsky & Mahboob, 2007; Merino, 1997; Shen & Wu, 2007; 
Shirvani Shahenayatani, 1987; Tajino & Tajino, 2000). There are also a number of 
studies which focus on only NNESTs, including those looking at their self-
perceptions of their proficiency in language and their pedagogical knowledge in 
general, as well as their identities, status, experiences and employability (Choi, 1993; 
Clark & Paran, 2007; Cook, 1999; Griffler & Samimy, 1999; Hayes, 2009; Kim, 
2009; Lee, 2010, Mahboob, 2003; Öztürk & Atay, 2010; Sahib, 2005; Silva, 2009; 
Tang, 2007; Wen, 2009). However, the discipline still lacks studies investigating the 
relationship between NNESTs' self-perceptions on a specific skill, namely 
pronunciation, and their styles of teaching in this specific area.  
Significance of the Study 
There is a lack of research in the literature about NNESTs on the relationship 
between their perceptions about being non native and teaching speaking and 
pronunciation. The results of this study may contribute to this literature by revealing 
a picture of NNESTs’ perceptions on being non native teachers of  English, and 
teaching an important part of a skill, pronunciation, which is arguably the most 
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distinctive skill that one is more likely to find a difference in being native or 
sounding native-like. In that, how they perceive their own pronunciation of English 
as a NNEST and to what extent their perceptions affect their classroom practices 
regarding pronunciation teaching may explain the issue of NNESTs regarding 
teaching pronunciation. 
At the local level, this study attempted to reveal the picture of NNESTs’ 
perceptions of their own pronunciation skills and teaching pronunciation at a Turkish 
state university. This information is essential for the institution as it will help the 
institution see the extent to which its staff feels proficient and comfortable teaching 
pronunciation. It will also be of great use in considering the needs, limits and ideas of 
the instructors while adjusting the objectives of the institution. 
Research Questions 
1. What are the NNESTs’ perceptions of teaching pronunciation as a non 
native English speaker? 
1.1.     Is there a significant difference between teachers’ reported practice 
of teaching pronunciation and these factors separately: their years of 
experience, their degree of education, whether or not they had a native 
English speaking teacher, whether or not they took phonology classes, 
and the time they spent in English speaking countries? 
1.2.    Is there a significant difference between teachers’ self-perceptions 
of pronunciation and these factors separately: their years of experience, 
their degree of education, whether or not they had a native English 
speaking teacher, whether or not they took phonology classes, and the 
time they spent in English speaking countries? 
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2. What is the relationship between NNESTs’ perceptions of their own 
pronunciation and their reported teaching practices?  
Conclusion 
This chapter briefly explained the state of NNESTs and the studies which 
reflect their situation in the literature. This chapter described the NESTs and 
NNESTs specifically, introduced the topic of the study, described the statement of 
the problem and the significance of the study. The second chapter will present the 
literature review; the third chapter will describe the methodology of the study and in 
the fourth chapter quantitative data analysis will be presented. In the fifth chapter, the 
conclusions drawn from the data will be presented.   
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
 In spite of the fact that English teaching in EFL contexts is mostly conducted 
by non-native English speaking teachers (NNESTs), research exclusively on 
NNESTs’ self-perceptions and students’ perceptions of NNESTs have been studied 
for less than a decade. Braine (2005) explains this short period of research on 
NNESTs as a consequence of NNEST issue’s being sensitive as previous research on 
native English speaking teachers (NESTs) vs. NNESTs has often been favouring 
NESTs and the results of these studies showed that NESTs have advantages over 
NNESTs in terms of knowledge and performance. The studies comparing NESTs to 
NNESTs have also been conducted in terms of cultural advantage, language 
proficiency in general, comparison of self-perceptions of these teachers as well as 
language learners' perceptions of these two different types of teachers. However, 
NNESTs’ perceptions of their own pronunciation and their classroom practices of 
teaching pronunciation have not been studied yet.  
Students' Perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs 
 Research on NNESTs include studies that focused on only the perceptions of 
students and examined their perceptions of NNESTs and NNESTs by looking at 
many different aspects. Shen and Wu (2007) conducted a study with 357 university 
students in Taiwan and sought for their perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs. Their 
results suggested that students favoured NNESTs because they are good learner 
models, their teaching methods are better than NESTs, they are more sensitive to the 
students and they use the students' mother tongue. Participants also indicated that 
NESTs should teach speaking rather than reading, writing or linguistics. The results 
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also show that according to these students NNESTs provided better vocabulary and 
grammar knowledge. In the light of these results, Shen and Wu (2007) concluded 
that NNESTs were persistent on grammar and vocabulary because they focused on 
accuracy whereas NESTs focused on fluency. The study sheds a light on the NEST 
vs. NNEST issue and addresses an important point which is NNESTs’ focusing on 
grammar and vocabulary more than speaking.  
 Similarly, in his doctoral dissertation, Al-Omrani (2008) studied 100 Saudi 
ESL/EFL students’ perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs. He focused on these 
students’ ideas about the advantages and disadvantages of studying English with 
teachers who have different backgrounds. His findings, gathered through 
questionnaires and interviews, revealed that students’ perceptions of these two 
different types of teacher differed in terms of the teaching areas. Participants’ 
statements revealed that they believe NESTs are more qualified at teaching oral skills 
as it is their mother tongue and NNEST are more successful at teaching in general 
because they themselves had been learners of this language before and they can make 
connections more easily than their native speaking colleagues. Furthermore, the 
results of this study showed that, according to the students, the negative features of 
NNESTs are their oral skills and pronunciation as well as their overall language 
proficiency. 
 Students’ perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs were also the focus of 
Murahata and Murahata’s (2000) study on Japanese university level students’ 
expectations from NESTs and NNESTs. Researchers questioned if there was a 
difference between the expectations from both types of teacher and if there was such 
a difference, where the difference stemmed from. They conducted the study with 79 
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Japanese university students who were in their first or second year at university and 
had both NESTs and NNESTs. The results revealed that these students expect 
NESTs to focus on speaking and listening whereas they expect NNESTs to focus on 
grammar and reading. These results show parallelism with Medgeys’ (1992) claims 
about NESTs’ being more proficient in English and NNESTs’ focusing more on 
grammar or being obsessed with grammar (Medgyes, 1983). However, this 
parallelism between the students’ perceptions and Medgyes’ claims should be tested 
from the perspective of the NNESTs themselves. Another important point mentioned 
by the researchers is that the NNESTs in the Japanese context have difficulties in 
being a good role model in a communicative class since they may easily make 
mistakes while speaking and expressing themselves. The question which was about 
the expectation of students from their NNESTs in terms of oral proficiency in 
English has an interesting result that these students expect their NNESTs to try for a 
‘near-native’ oral fluency with good pronunciation and intonation. However, whether 
this expectation is fulfilled by NNESTs was not answered in this study. Another 
analysis of NNESTs’ strengths and weaknesses in an EFL context was made by Ling 
and Braine (2007). The main focus of their study was to examine the students’ 
perceptions of NNESTs in Hong Kong. They conducted a study with students from 7 
different universities. Sixty students from each university answered a questionnaire 
which included statements about the students’ feelings about learning from NNESTs 
and communication with NNESTs. The results of this study showed that these 
students’ perceptions of their NNESTs are mostly positive. The students’ responses 
were also positive in the follow-up interview and NNESTs’ were described as being 
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knowledgeable in English language as well as having the ability to use mother 
tongue in teaching, effective pedagogical skills and positive personality traits.  
 In their study, Lasagabaster and Sierra (2002) asked seventy-six university 
students to complete questionnaires to find out these students' opinions about NESTs 
and NNESTs’ language skills, grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, learning 
strategies, culture and civilization, attitudes and assessment. They had four 
hypotheses and two of them were quite related to the results found in the studies 
mentioned in this literature review. One hypothesis was that there would be a 
preference for NESTs in vocabulary, pronunciation, speaking, culture and 
civilization, attitudes and assessment areas and the other hypothesis was that the 
preference for NNESTs would be in grammar, listening, reading and learning 
strategies areas. Their hypotheses were supported by the results since the preference 
for NNESTs was in grammar and reading teaching areas and for NESTs the 
preference was for speaking, vocabulary and pronunciation. 
 With an attempt to see if there is a correspondence between the students’ and 
teachers’ perceptions of the different teaching behaviours of NNESTs and NESTs, 
Benke and Medgyes (2005) looked at the students’ perceptions of these two types of 
teachers in Hungary. Their starting point was to see whether the results of Arva and 
Medgyes’s (2000) previous study, which was conducted with teachers would 
correspond with their study which was conducted with students. Four hundred and 
twenty-two students were included in the study and their perceptions of these 
teachers were asked in a five points Likert-scale questionnaire in addition to an open 
ended section in which the students explained the advantages and disadvantages of 
both teachers. The results of this study revealed that there is a correspondence 
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between the students’ and teachers’ perceptions of weaknesses/strengths of NESTs 
and NNESTs. Moreover, when the answers given to the questions about NNESTs 
were examined, participants mostly disagreed that NNESTs focus primarily on 
speaking skills whereas this item has the highest percentage in the NESTs 
questionnaire. Among the open ended questions, the researchers stated that they were 
not surprised to see that according to the students the NNESTs are great grammar 
teachers, but they criticized these teachers because of their poor pronunciation skills. 
On the other hand, the students clearly stated the advantage of NESTs as they are 
quite successful at teaching conversation classes and these teachers can serve as ideal 
models for imitation. According to one of the participants, the advantage of NESTs is 
this simple; “Pronunciation, pronunciation, pronunciation!” (p. 207) and another 
quotation in the research clearly shows that these students love listening to NESTs; 
“It is an acoustic delight to listen to them...” (p. 207). Both of these quotations 
clearly indicate that the students' preference of NESTs is their pronunciation and 
speaking skills.  
 In light of these studies, it is possible to have a broad idea about the 
perceptions of the students exclusively. They also give a clear explanation of the 
advantages and disadvantages of having an NNEST in the classroom from the 
students’ point of view. However, since all these studies included both NESTs and 
NNESTs, students’ perceptions reflect the results of their comparison rather than the 
evaluation of NNESTs’ strengths and weaknesses separately. Furthermore, the 
conclusions made by the researchers which showed that NNESTs were more 
interested in accuracy than fluency and preferred to teach grammar rather than 
speaking for the same reason were the result of the students’ responses and 
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preferences rather than NNESTs’ themselves  (Al Omrani, 2008; Lasagabaster & 
Sierra, 2002; Shen & Wu, 2007).   
Teachers' Perceptions of NESTs and NNESTs 
 In addition to focusing solely on students' perceptions, many other 
researchers studied NESTs and NNESTs by focusing on the teachers' perceptions. In 
his book dedicated to NNESTs, Braine (2010) cited many studies focusing on many 
aspects of NNESTs research such as student and teacher perceptions, self-
perceptions and professional development. In his chapter about self-perceptions of 
NNESTs, he cited Kamhi-Stein, Aagard, Ching, Paik, and Sesser's (2004) study 
which compared NESTs to NNESTs teaching at different levels in California. The 
non native English speaking participants of this study marked their own language 
skills "very good". However, the lowest rated-skill of these NNESTs was marked as 
pronunciation. Moreover, one of the participants stated that NNESTs were afraid of 
making mistakes while speaking. Rajagopalan (2005) states that as a result of NESTs 
were claimed to be as reliable models for the people who are willing to learn English 
as a second language, NNEST admitted their places and inferiority to NESTs. He 
also states that these NNESTs got used to living with low self confidence rates and 
job-related stress in accordance with this low self esteem.  
 Another comparison of NESTs to NNESTs was conducted by Arva and 
Medgyes (2000) in Hungary. Their study included ten teachers and five of them were 
NNESTs. The aim of the study was to find out the differences between NESTs and 
NNESTs in terms of teaching behaviour and the difference between teachers’ 
perceptions and classroom realities. The study’s results do not show a different 
perspective about either type of teachers. NNESTs reported that their native speaking 
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colleagues were far better than themselves in terms of colloquial expressions, idioms 
and phrasal verbs. Moreover, NNESTs stated that they feel far more comfortable in 
teaching grammar and they admitted that they had difficulties especially with 
pronunciation, vocabulary and colloquial expressions. Surprisingly, in spite of 
NNESTs' lack of confidence signs in pronunciation, the classroom realities of these 
teachers showed that they were quite fluent and some of them were even described as 
‘at near-native level’ by the researchers.  
 In her master thesis, Ezberci (2005) also studied the comparison of NESTs to 
NNESTs in terms of their own perceptions of ELT as a career, the most important 
qualifications of an English language teacher and their views about job opportunities, 
strengths and weaknesses. In order to get answers to her questions, she conducted a 
study with 172 participants from 10 different universities in Istanbul. The answers 
regarding the strengths and weaknesses of NNESTs showed that ‘command of 
English’ is the weakness of NNESTs as perceived by both NESTs and NNESTs. 
Furthermore, the NNESTs who were involved in this study stated that NESTs’ 
strengths were their speaking skills and command of English. In the framework of a 
comparison, this study gives clear information about NNESTs’ perceptions. 
NNESTs’ responses to the weaknesses/strengths related questions indicate that they 
are aware of the fact that there is a difference at the command of English level. 
 In her survey study, Tang (1997) asked NNESTs about their perceptions of 
proficiency and competency of NESTs and NNESTs. Her results also showed that 
NNESTs believed that NESTs were superior to NNESTs in terms of pronunciation, 
vocabulary and reading. The percentage of the teachers (92%) who believe that 
NESTs are superior in pronunciation clearly reveals the picture of NNESTs’ self-
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perceptions of pronunciation. In addition, those NNESTs stated that they were 
associated with accuracy rather than fluency. In light of these results, one can assume 
that NNESTs may feel inferior in the aspects which are defined as strengths of 
NESTs.  
 Ozturk and Atay (2010) also tried to show the challenges of being a NNEST 
in their case study. Their subjects were three female Turkish teachers of English who 
were all novice, at their first or second years in their professions. Their study was a 
follow-up of Atay’s (2007) study which was carried out in Turkish setting and the 
results of that study clearly showed that NNESTs believed that they cannot compete 
with NESTs. Moreover, these teachers stated that they all wanted to have native-like 
competence in English. The most important skill for them was to speak in English 
‘fluently and without hesitations’ (as cited in Ozturk & Atay, 2010). Therefore, their 
main focus was to find out NNESTs’ opinions about NEST/NNEST dichotomy and 
if there had been any change in the opinions of these novice teachers when they 
started to teach in different environments. According to these three novice teachers’ 
answers in interviews, there had been times that they felt their situation in teaching 
would be totally different if they were native speakers. As the study looks from 
employability perspective, the results indicated that these NNESTs felt inferior to 
their native colleagues and believed that their employability situation is mostly 
affected by NESTs’ being chosen by the institutions and also parents. The 
researchers state that these NNESTs accept themselves as inefficient teachers even 
without questioning and something should be done to help these teachers be aware of 
themselves.   
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 Literature from the teachers’ perceptions of these two types of teachers the 
results of these studies indicated that NNESTs somehow feel inferior when they 
compare themselves to their native English speaking colleagues. Therefore, the 
results of a study which focuses on the self perceptions of NNESTs who work in a 
NNEST environment in an EFL context would be different from this comparison as 
it will include NNESTs only and they will be considering their own proficiency in 
pronunciation and their teaching styles instead of comparing themselves to a native 
English speaking colleague (Arva & Medgyes, 2000).  
Students' and Teachers' Perceptions of NNESTs 
 When it comes to perceptions of NNESTs, students’ and teachers’ 
perceptions have been studied both in isolation and together and the results of these 
studies mostly show that there is a lack of confidence of language proficiency in 
general, speaking and pronunciation in particular. When Liu's (1999) participants 
who worked in a major university in U.S. in terms were asked whether they saw 
themselves as native or non-native speakers of English, they described themselves as 
NNESTs in spite of the fact that they were in an ESL context, hence in a surrounding 
which included native English speakers. However, according to Liu's (1999) 
description these participants spoke English like native speakers.   
 In her survey study, Nemtchinova (2005) sought for host teachers’ 
perceptions of NNEST trainees’ strengths.  She defines host teachers as “teachers in 
various educational settings with whom MA TESOL students are paired to teach 
their practicum classes.” (Nemtchinova, 2005, p. 236). The NNESTs evaluated in 
this study were mostly novice teachers whose practicum teaching was their first 
experience in teaching. Host teachers’ answers to the personal quality questions 
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showed that these NNESTs were mostly welcomed by the students and they had a 
good rapport. The host teachers’ evaluations of these NNESTs in terms of personal 
qualities, command of language, teaching organization, lesson implementation, 
cultural awareness, feedback to students and self-evaluation were positive in general. 
The negative evaluations of the host teachers were based on being novice rather than 
being non native. They stated that these NNESTs were very willing to get feedback –
especially on pronunciation- and they were eager to make changes in their styles 
according to the feedback. When they were asked about the overall strengths of these 
NNEST trainees, host teachers indicated that they were very good at identifying 
cultural and linguistic needs of ESL learners, therefore; they were able to develop 
positive relationships with their students. Being a successful learner model is another 
strength stated by the host teachers. However, when they were asked about what 
NNEST trainees could have done better, most of the host teachers said 
‘pronunciation’ as well as teaching skills and classroom behaviour. However, these 
native speaking host teachers stated earlier in the study that the pronunciation issue 
was not that important for classroom setting as the students already had a native 
speaking model in the classroom. In this respect, the pronunciation issue was not 
given that much importance and their suggestions did not go beyond focusing on oral 
communication not necessarily for students but for themselves.  
 In his study conducted in Brazil, Rajagopalan (2005) found out that his 
NNEST respondents agreed with the idea that spending time/living in a native 
speaking environment is an important issue for them. Rajagopalan (2005) stated that 
some of the most fluent teachers in the interviews were the ones who spent time 
abroad. On the other hand, the ones who claimed having lived in English speaking 
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environments did not show that much fluency in English. According to Rajagopalan 
(2005), the main difference came out because of the way NNESTs perceive 
themselves and rate their own fluency. In addition, his findings revealed that the 
experienced NNESTs were more worried about being a non-native teacher than their 
less experienced colleagues and Rajagopalan (2005) also presumed that these less 
experienced teachers are from a younger generation. The results mentioned in the 
literature supported Rajagopalan’s (2005) emphasis on that a lot of work should be 
done in order to empower the NNESTs and encourage them to rethink their own 
roles in EFL contexts.  
 Similarly, in their study which aimed to reveal an international picture of 
NNESTs, Reves and Medgyes (1994) mentioned that some of the non native speaker 
participants who had been in frequent contact with native speakers judged their own 
command of English severely and this interaction made these NNESTs more 
conscious about the problems that result from their languages deficiencies.  
Pronunciation and NNESTs 
 Kelly (2000) stated that pronunciation is a neglected part of English lessons 
in most cases since the teachers are mostly uneasy about dealing with sounds and 
intonation. Another reason he gave was that the teachers think they have too much to 
do throughout their lessons and pronunciation teaching will make this process worse. 
In line with Harmer’s argument but from a different perspective, Macdonald (2002) 
also stated that many teachers do not teach pronunciation “because they lack 
confidence, skills and knowledge” (p. 3). In his study which solely focused on 
teachers' practices and views on pronunciation, Macdonald (2002) suggested that 
most of his participants, who worked in adult ESL programs in Australia, indicated 
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that they were not good at teaching pronunciation and they were reluctant to teach it 
for several reasons such as formal curricula, learner goals and assessment, teaching 
in an integrated way and teaching and learning materials. He stated that most of his 
participants focused on pronunciation teaching only when a need came up in the 
classroom, otherwise they ignored it, and this reluctant behaviour should be 
addressed through teacher training. As well as giving specific recommendations 
related to these areas, Macdonald (2002) highlighted that teacher training in 
pronunciation is a need both at pre-service stage and as part of ongoing professional 
development programs. As Derwing and Munro (2005) emphasized in their article 
about pronunciation teaching, most of the English language teachers are not provided 
with essential training on teaching pronunciation and they are left with their own 
intuitions about pronunciation teaching, and because of this lack of training, most of 
the teachers are reluctant to teach pronunciation in their classrooms. In their study 
which was aimed  to identify how well the English language teachers are trained for 
teaching pronunciation, Bradford and Kenworthy (1991) found out that most of their 
participants were not content with phonology and pronunciation training they got 
during their graduate studies. The participants stated that too little time had been 
given to these areas and this had not been enough for them to decide the course 
content and which methods to use in the classroom. (as cited in Lambacher, 2001). 
 In their article which included a review on several studies about 
pronunciation teaching, Baker and Murphy (2011) highlighted the importance of the 
relationship of teachers' knowledge, beliefs and their actual classroom practices. 
Moreover, they focused on learner factors, curriculum factors and teacher factors as 
the most frequently recurrent factors in the literature related to the key components 
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of pronunciation teaching and learning. Their review indicated that in addition to the 
knowledge of curriculum and learner factors, the language teachers should also have 
the knowledge of phonology and the techniques to be used to teach pronunciation 
effectively.  
 There are also some studies which touched upon the importance of teaching 
pronunciation in ESL and EFL contexts. Derwing and Munro (2005) stated that 
teaching pronunciation could be useful in that students who learn L2 pronunciation 
would benefit from explicit instruction of phonological forms that would help them 
notice the difference between a proficient speakers’ production and their own 
production. Bradlow, Pisoni, Akahane-Yamad and Takura’s (1997) study also 
stressed the importance of showing the distinction between L1 and L2. Their 
argument was that showing this difference may lead to automatic improvement in 
production even if there is no production training (as cited in Derwing & Munro 
2005). Yet, Derwing and Munro (2005) cautiously stressed that strategies that 
teachers develop themselves for the sake of teaching pronunciation may turn out to 
be useless. In that sense, having pronunciation training during or before their careers 
becomes important for the language teachers, especially NNESTs who themselves 
are still the learners of the language they teach (Medgyes, 1992). 
 In accordance with Derwing and Munro, Levis (2005) also stated that the 
importance of pronunciation has not been based on research but on ideology and 
intuition. He explained that most of the teachers have decided which parts of 
pronunciation have the greatest effect on clarity and which parts are learnable in a 
classroom setting by their intuition, and this could be dealt with only providing a 
carefully formulated agenda to define which features of pronunciation affect 
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intelligibility, hence help the teachers in a more effective way on teaching 
pronunciation.  
 Wong (1993) indicated that there are four myths about teaching pronunciation 
one of which is that non-native speakers of English cannot teach pronunciation. She 
argued that people have this idea because teaching pronunciation has the exact 
pronunciation of vowel and consonant sounds as its main concern. However, 
communicative effectiveness does not solely depend on the pronunciation of these 
vowels and consonants. Wong (1993) stated that if a speaker is able to use the 
rhythm and intonation of English, he/she is accepted as much more intelligible than 
the one who pronounce vowels and consonants perfectly. Wong (1993)  indicated 
that this anxiety of NNESTs about teaching pronunciation can be reduced if they 
become educated in teaching pronunciation and this will definitely help these 
teachers feel more confident. In addition, Wong (1993) saw NNESTs as having 
advantages over the native speaking teachers as they can receive and manipulate 
more easily rhythm and intonation than the native speakers because the native 
speakers are not even conscious of these features.  
 In her study, Jenkins (2005) studied eight NNESTs who have high level of 
proficiency. She examined these teachers’ attitudes towards their own pronunciation 
and their attitudes towards other NNS English accents. The participants’ answers to 
the question of whether they feel comfortable about their own pronunciation clearly 
showed that they are quite comfortable. Moreover, when they were asked how they 
would feel if someone told them that their pronunciation is similar to a native 
speaker’s, they reported that they would be happy or proud of themselves. The 
results of this study showed that these NNESTs are content with their own 
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pronunciation indeed, but when asked about sounding ‘native like’, they did not deny 
its being a good quality for a NNEST.  
 Medgyes’ (1992) claims about NNESTs and NESTs that their teaching 
practice and language competence are different and the difference in language 
competence explains the differences found in teaching practice. However, Medgyes’ 
(1992) explained that NESTs’ advantage is their mother tongue and this advantage 
cannot be overshadowed by any other factors such as aptitude, motivation or 
experience. Moreover, Medgyes (1992) stated that despite all their efforts, non-
natives cannot reach a native speaker’s competence. He also stated that non-natives 
are not able to use English accurately and appropriately. His claim was that their 
fluency does not and will not come up to natives’ level. Nevertheless, his main point 
was that there are ideal types of both NESTs and NNESTs. According to Medgyes 
(1992) the ideal NNEST is "the one who has achieved near-native proficiency in 
English" (p.348). At this point, the question is how NNESTs perceive themselves in 
terms of language proficiency and to what extent they agree with Medgyes’ (1992) 
ideal NNEST definition. Self-perceptions of NNESTs are the key points that will 
show a broader picture of NNEST situation.  
 Chiu (2008) pointed out in his study that NNESTs he interviewed showed a 
certain extent of confidence in terms of their own pronunciation and accent. In 
addition, these participants stated that a standard accent is equal to the native accent. 
Similar to Jenkins’ (2005) participants, these Taiwanese instructors asserted that they 
would feel uncomfortable if someone told them that their English bear a “Taiwanese 
Flavour” and they actually do not believe that they have this flavour in their accents. 
They also stated that NNESTs can perform as well as natives in terms of being a 
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model in the classroom. Moreover, Chui (2008) states that these NNESTs had been 
able to verbalize their knowledge of the English phonological system better than the 
NESTs interviewed. They had been able to use more terminology and in a more 
systematic way, however; they seemed to have more knowledge of the segmental 
level rather than the super segmental level.  
 With an attempt to investigate the Thai NNESTs’ ideas about hiring NESTs 
for listening and speaking classes, Suwanarak (2010) studied with 16 Thai NNESTs 
about their perceptions of and differences between NNESTs and NESTs. Suwanarak 
(2010) based his study on the choice of Ministry of Education in Thailand which 
started to hire NESTs for speaking and listening classes for they think that English 
proficiency level of undergraduate students is important. Thai interviewees of the 
study stated that NESTs are preferred because it is their native language but they also 
stated that they would like to teach those skills. Ten out of 16 interviewees agreed 
the notion which describes the ideal teacher of English as a native speaker of 
English. Their statements also showed that they think interacting and practicing 
communication skills with native speakers will be of great help to the students in 
terms of useful expressions and correct pronunciation. They also think that NESTs 
would be more accurate in pronunciation as well as the accents. In addition, some 
participants stated that their English still has a Thai accent; therefore, a NEST would 
be a better language user. On the other hand, six participants stated that there are 
many factors that affect the situation of being an ideal teacher such as educational 
background and teaching experience. They also stated that some NNESTs who can 
achieve native-like English proficiency can be ideal teachers, too. They also believe 
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that NNESTs would be more successful in understanding the differences of phonetic 
systems between two languages.  
Conclusion 
 In this chapter, the literature relevant to NNESTs and NESTs are provided. 
The studies included in this chapter revealed that many aspects of NNESTs had been 
studied both from students' perspective and NNESTs perspectives. The studies also 
touched upon the weaknesses and strengths of NESTs vs. NNESTs. The literature 
included in this chapter indicate that NNESTs have both strong and weak qualities in 
terms of language proficiency, both depending upon their own perceptions and their 
students' and NEST colleagues' perceptions. Moreover, the literature includes many 
studies conducted in contexts where NESTs and NNESTs worked together. 
However, the NNESTs' perceptions should also be discovered by looking at their 
own perceptions of a specific skill, namely pronunciation, and the relationship 
between their self-perceptions and teaching practices. Thus, the current study aims to 
provide a clear insight into the self-perceptions of NNESTs on their own 
pronunciation skills and their teaching practices of pronunciation in their classrooms 
in a context where there are only NNESTs.  
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CHAPTER III: METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to examine NNESTs’ perceptions of teaching 
pronunciation in English as a foreign language and to find out the relationship 
between their perceptions and actual teaching practices. The research questions 
addressed for this study are as follows: 
1. What are the NNESTs’ perceptions of teaching pronunciation as a non 
native English speaker? 
1.1.     Is there a significant difference between teachers’ reported practice 
of teaching pronunciation and these factors separately: their years of 
experience, their degree of education, whether or not they had a native 
English speaking teacher, whether or not they took phonology classes, 
and the time they spent in English speaking countries? 
1.2.    Is there a significant difference between teachers’ self-perceptions 
of pronunciation and these factors separately: their years of experience, 
their degree of education, whether or not they had a native English 
speaking teacher, whether or not they took phonology classes, and the 
time they spent in English speaking countries? 
2. What is the relationship between NNESTs’ perceptions of their own 
pronunciation and their reported teaching practices?  
This chapter presents the research methods used in the study as well as the 
research design and data collection procedures. Information about the participants 
and instruments will also be provided.  
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Setting and Participants 
The study was conducted at four different Turkish state universities: Gazi 
University School of Foreign Languages, Middle East Technical University (METU) 
Modern Languages Department, Ankara University School of Foreign Languages 
and Kocaeli University School of Foreign Languages. All of the instructors in these 
four institutions are non-native speakers of English language. Like many other state 
universities in Turkey, these institutions give all the responsibility of teaching 
speaking or pronunciation to their NNEST staff as they do not have native English 
speaking instructors. Therefore, these NNESTs are the primary role-models for 
pronunciation in their classrooms. Furthermore, they all follow syllabi that are based 
on the institution’s chosen main course book, and do the speaking and pronunciation 
activities included in the book - if there are any. Decisions about whether to give 
extra emphasis to pronunciation, or to skip pronunciation activities alltogether, rest 
exclusively with the instructor. One hundred and forty NNESTs from these four 
universities took part in the study. Thirty instructors from METU, 12 instructors 
from Kocaeli University, 51 instructors from Gazi University, and 47 instructors 
from Ankara University kindly completed the questionnaire.  
Data Collection 
The Construction of the Questionnaire 
In this study, data were collected mainly through a Likert-scale questionnaire 
developed by the researcher herself. In order to construct the items in the 
questionnaire, the researcher followed these three steps. First, the researcher used an 
online survey to construct focus groups and individual interviews. Focus group 
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discussions and individual interviews were recorded and completed, and then they 
were transcribed to write questionnaire items.  
As stated before, the first step to develop the questionnaire was to conduct an 
online survey. The aim of this online survey was to group the instructors, and 
subsequently conduct interviews and focus group discussions, which at the very end 
helped gather ideas to form the questionnaire items. This online survey consisted of 
two simple questions in line with the research questions of the study: 1) How do you 
rate your pronunciation? 2) How much time do you spend teaching pronunciation in 
class? The participants answered these questions on a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 
represented the lowest and 10 represented the highest points for each question. The 
survey was formed and sent using the survey software LimeSurvey to 61 instructors 
at Gazi University School of Foreign Languages, and 26 instructors filled in the 
survey. Instructors at this institution were chosen at this stage of the study as they 
were relatively easier to reach by e-mail since the researcher was able to get hold of 
the complete e-mail address list of the institution.  
After examining the responses to this initial brief online survey, the 
researcher grouped the participants according to their answers into two main groups. 
For the two survey items, those who self-reported their pronunciation and teaching 
practices to be between 8-10 were considered to be reporting high self-confidence 
about pronunciation and giving more importance to teaching pronunciation. 
Participants who self-reported their pronunciation and teaching practices to be 
between 4-7 were considered to be in the middle group. Those who self-reported 
their pronunciation and teaching practices to be between 1 to 3, however, were 
considered to be in the low self-confidence group. Group discussions were held with 
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four participants in the high and middle groups. As for the low group, the 
participants were not eager to take part in group discussions due to scheduling and 
personal reasons. Nevertheless, one participant, who also happened to mark the 
lowest among the participants, agreed to be interviewed individually.  
The group discussions were held in Turkish in order to reduce the hesitations 
which might have arisen due to the questions the researcher posed since they were 
about pronunciation teaching and the group members might have felt uncomfortable 
while speaking in English and talking about pronunciation teaching at the same time. 
In these group discussions four open-ended questions (See Appendix 1) regarding 
participants’ ideas about teaching pronunciation were asked.  The questions primarily 
functioned as rough outlines about where the discussion could go, and participants 
were free to ponder about their ideas. 
According to the same results of the online survey, one instructor whose 
scores were the highest both in pronunciation and practice in the survey, one 
instructor whose scores were the lowest on both measures in the survey and one 
instructor whose scores were in the middle were chosen to be interviewed 
individually. There were 10 main questions in the interviews (See Appendix 2); 
however, the researcher asked additional questions depending on the responses. 
These interviews were mainly about self-perception of these NNESTs about their 
own pronunciation and about being non native teachers. The interviews were 
recorded and later transcribed. The responses of the participants both in the focus 
groups and in the individual interviews served to identify and construct the items 
included in the final questionnaire. 
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 When the interviews and focus group discussions were completed, the 
recordings were transcribed and analyzed, and a Likert-scale questionnaire of 
twenty-nine items was developed. The items were generated according to the 
responses and ideas that arose from the group discussions and individual interviews. 
Additionally, some of the items were adapted from some of the studies in the 
literature (Arva & Medgyes, 2000; Ezberci, 2005; Jenkins, 2005; Medgyes, 1983; 
Medgyes, 1992; Tang, 1997). The first section of the questionnaire includes 
questions that help gather background information about the participants. In this 
section, information about any time spent abroad, the number of years in EFL 
teaching, age, academic degree, having native English speaking teachers while they 
were learning the language, and having phonology classes as part of their degree 
programs was gathered. The second section of the questionnaire included twenty-
nine items about pronunciation teaching practices, and self-perception of being 
NNEST and perception of their own pronunciation skills (See Appendix 3). 
The Pilot Study 
 Before conducting the final version of the questionnaire, the 29 item 
questionnaire was piloted by the researcher with seventeen participants from Bilkent 
University, Ankara who were not the participants of the main study, and only the 
wording of some items was changed according to their feedback. In the pilot study, 
the reliability and validity of the questionnaire were examined. Cronbach alpha 
reliability coefficient was used to check for the internal consistency of items in the 
questionnaire. The results revealed that cronbach alpha reliability coefficient was 
.803. The value of .803 was considered as an adequate value for the internal 
consistency since it was greater than 0.70 according to Nunnally (1978) criteria. The 
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content validity was assured by referring to the literature as well as receiving expert 
opinion from the supervisor of the study.  
After the necessary changes were made, the researcher distributed printed 
copies of the final questionnaire to the participants and collected them a week later. 
The importance of their participating in this study was explained on the first page of 
the questionnaire along with a consent statement to be signed and dated. Twelve 
complete questionnaires out of 30 from Kocaeli University, and 47 out of 70 from 
Ankara University were collected. The other two universities sent back all the 
questionnaires fully completed – 30 out of 30 from METU and 51 out of 51 from 
Gazi University.  A total of 140 completed questionnaires were received.   
Data Analysis 
As stated before, the questionnaire items were developed according to the 
responses and ideas of those who participated in individual interviews and group 
discussions.  Since the online survey, group discussions and individual questions 
were all focused on two main factors, the end product included statements for both of 
these main topics – namely, self-perception of pronunciation and pronunciation 
teaching practice. The questionnaire consisted of twenty-nine statements, which can 
be categorized in two parts: fourteen of which were about participants’ self-
perception of their pronunciation, and fifteen of which were about their 
pronunciation teaching practice. The researcher named these parts as Self-Perception 
Scale (SPS) and Pronunciation Practice Scale (PPrS) in the data analysis chapter. 
However, the titles for these two main factors were not made explicit in the 
distributed questionnaire in order not to affect participants’ responses. The results 
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were analyzed according to these two main topics using the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences 10.0 (SPSS).   
The results of the analysis are presented in Chapter 4 under five variables: 1) 
Teaching Experience, 2) Degree of Education, 3) Having a Native English Speaking 
Teacher, 4) Taking Phonology Classes, 5) Time Spent in English Speaking 
Countries. For each variable, normality tests were conducted through Kolmogorov-
Smirnov and Shaprio-Wilk tests (See Appendix 4). Since the normality assumptions 
were met for all of the variables, One Way ANOVA and paired sample t-tests were 
conducted to see if there were any statistical significant differences between each 
factor and PPrS and SPS. When all these analyses were reported, the correlation 
between the SPS and the PPrS was presented by using Pearson Correlation Analysis 
Technique. 
Conclusion 
This chapter provided information about the study’s setting, participants, and 
instruments used as well as the data collection and analysis procedures. The next 
chapter will report the findings of the data analysis.  
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CHAPTER IV: DATA ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
This study investigated NNESTs’ self perceptions of their pronunciation and 
teaching pronunciation practices in their classes through a 5 point Likert-Scale 
questionnaire by addressing the following research questions: 
1. What are the NNESTs’ perceptions of teaching pronunciation as a non 
native English speaker? 
1.1.     Is there a significant difference between teachers’ reported practice 
of teaching pronunciation and these factors separately: their years of 
experience, their degree of education, whether or not they had a native 
English speaking teacher, whether or not they took phonology classes, 
and the time they spent in English speaking countries? 
1.2.    Is there a significant difference between teachers’ self-perceptions 
of pronunciation and these factors separately: their years of experience, 
their degree of education, whether or not they had a native English 
speaking teacher, whether or not they took phonology classes, and the 
time they spent in English speaking countries? 
2. What is the relationship between NNESTs’ perceptions of their own 
pronunciation and their reported teaching practices?  
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Findings 
Analysis of Research Question 1 
In order to answer the first research question of the study, which is " What are 
the NNESTs’ perceptions of teaching pronunciation as a non native English 
speaker?",  first, the scores of the NNESTs on Pronunciation Practice Scale, which 
includes statements about teaching pronunciation, how the NNESTs teach 
pronunciation, and what parts of  pronunciation they prefer to teach were analyzed. 
Upon conducting descriptive statistics, NNESTs’ scores on the PPrS were evaluated 
according to the McBeth, Hungerford, Marcinkowski, Volk and Meyers’ (2008) 
criterion. In McBeth et al.’s (2008) scale of scores, the range of 0-100 is divided into 
three categories as low (0-34), moderate (35-69) and high (70-100). The results of 
the descriptive statistics on English instructors’ scores on the PPrS were given in 
detail in Table 1. 
Table 1 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics on PPrS 
Parameter  Statistic Standard Error  
M  57.34 0.55  
Mode  61 (n = 13)  
Median  58.00   
SD  6.55   
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As Table 1 shows, NNESTs’ mean scores on the PPrS were 57.34 in the scale 
of 15 – 75, where the highest score for the PPrS is 75 points and the lowest is 15 out 
of 15 statements, and it corresponded to a score of 76.45 in the scale of 0-100. In 
McBeth et al.’s (2008) scale of scores, the range of 0-100 is divided into three 
categories as low (0-34), moderate (35-69) and high (70-100). Therefore, score of 
76.45 out of 100 fell in high-range (70-100) in McBeth et al.’s (2008) scale of scores. 
Thus, according to this result, NNESTs think that they pay attention to teaching 
pronunciation in their classes.  
Another analysis was conducted to find out the scores of the NNESTs on Self 
Perception Scale (SPS). NNESTs’ scores on the SPS were evaluated again according 
to the McBeth, Hungerford, Marcinkowski, Volk and Meyers’ (2008) criterion. The 
results of the descriptive statistics on English instructors’ scores on the SPS were 
given in detail in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics on SPS 
Parameter  Statistic Standard Error   
M  50.81 0.30   
Mode  51 (n = 20)  
Median  51.00    
SD  3.55    
 
As shown in Table 2, English instructors’ mean scores on SPS were 50.81 in 
the scale of 0-70 and it corresponded to a score of 72.59 in the scale of 0-100. A 
score of 72.59 out of 100 fell in high-range (70-100) in McBeth et al.’s (2008) scale 
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of scores.This result indicated that NNESTs believe that their pronunciation of 
English language is good enough and they feel comfortable with the way they speak 
in English. In other words, they do not think that being a NNEST is a hindrance in 
terms of teaching pronunciation and believe that they can teach it without hesitation.  
Analyses of Research Questions 1.1 and 1.2 
Teaching Experience 
 One of the variables regarding the demographic information of the 
participants’ was their teaching experience since the study aimed to see if there is a 
relationship between their teaching experience and their perceptions and their 
reported teaching practices of pronunciation. First analysis was conducted in order to 
see if the NNESTs’ level of scores on the Pronunciation Practice Scale (PPrS) would 
change depending upon their teaching experience. Since the normality assumption 
could be met (See Appendix 4), the data on the PPrS of English instructors’ groups 
of the teaching period were analyzed using a parametric test called One-Way 
Analysis of Variance (One-Way ANOVA). The results of the descriptive statistics 
and One-Way ANOVA are given in Table 3 and Table 4, respectively. 
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Table 3 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics on PPrS and Teaching Experience 
Group N x  SD   
1-5 years 52 58.21 6.36   
6-10 years 45 57.13 7.01   
11-15 years 25 57.52 5.14   
16 or more years 18 55.06 7.57   
Total 140 57.34 6.55   
 
Table 4 
Results of One-Way ANOVA Related to PPrS and Teaching Experience 
Source of Variance SS df MS F p 
Between Groups 136.16 3 45.39 1.06 .369 
Within Groups 5831.06 136 42.88   
Total 5967.22 139    
 
As seen in Table 4,  the results showed no statistically significant difference 
between the mean scores on the PPrS of NNESTs’ groups of the teaching experience, 
F(3, 139) = 1.06, p = .369 > .05. These results indicated that NNESTs give 
importance to pronunciation teaching as part of learning or teaching English 
language regardless of their teaching experience.  In other words, they do not come 
to realize the importance of teaching pronunciation through their teaching years but 
they already think it is important even in their first year of their teaching career.  
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The second analysis was conducted again using the experience years of the 
participants to see if their scores on the Self-Perception Scale (SPS) change 
depending upon their years of experience. Since the normality assumption was met 
after the normality test (See Appendix 4), data on the SPS of NNESTs’ groups of 
teaching experience were analyzed using One-Way ANOVA. The results of the 
descriptive statistics and the One-Way ANOVA are given in Table 5 and Table 6, 
respectively. 
Table 5 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics Related to SPS and Teaching Experience 
Group N x  SD   
1-5 years 52 51.73 4.30   
6-10 years 45 51.07 2.61   
11-15 years 25 49.40 2.50   
16 or more years 18 49.44 3.67   
Total 140 50.81 3.55   
 
Table 6 
Results of One-Way ANOVA Related to SPS and Teaching Experience 
Source of Variance SS df MS F p 2pη  Tamhane’s Test  
Between Groups 130.32 3 43.44 3.64 .014 .074 ‘1-5 years’ and 
’11-15 years’ Within Groups 1621.48 136 11.92    
Total 1751.79 139     p = .022 
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As Table 6 indicates, the results of the One-Way ANOVA showed that there 
were significant differences between the mean scores on the SPS of NNESTs’ groups 
of teaching experience, F(3, 139) = 3.64, p = .014 < .05, 2pη  = .074. Because the 
group effect was significant, the effect size ( 2pη ) was also reported for this 
independent variable (Weinberg & Abramowitz, 2002, p. 652) and the results of the 
One-Way ANOVA yielded a medium effect size (.06 ≤  2pη  = .074 < .14). In 
addition, since the group effect was significant, post-hoc multiple comparison tests 
following the One-Way ANOVA were conducted. The assumption of homogeneity 
of variances was tested using Levene statistics. The results of Levene’s test indicated 
that the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated, F(3, 136) = 3.89, p = 
.010. Since the assumption of homogeneity of variances was violated, the post-hoc 
multiple comparisons were conducted using Tamhane’s test, which is the most robust 
post-hoc multiple comparison test in cases in which the assumption of homogeneity 
of variances is violated (Meyers, Gamst & Guarino, 2006, p. 430). As seen in Table 
6, the results of the Tamhane’s Test indicated that there was a statistically significant 
difference between the means of the group ‘1-5 years’ and the group ’11-15 years’ 
on the SPS, p = .022, but not for the other pairs. 
Degree of Education 
Another question in the first part of the questionnaire was the participants’ 
degree of education. Hence, the level of scores on the Pronunciation Practice Scale 
(PPrS) was analyzed using this information and it was aimed to see if the scores 
would change depending upon the teachers' degree of education. The data on the 
PPrS of English instructors with an undergraduate degree and post graduate degree 
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groups were analyzed using Independent Samples t-Test. The results of the 
descriptive statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test are given in Table 7. 
Table 7 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test Related to 
PPrS and Degree of Education 
Group n x  SD df t p 
Undergraduate 89 56.65 6.96 138 -1.64 .314 
Post-Graduate 51 58.53 5.63    
 
As seen in Table 7, there were no statistically significant difference between 
the mean scores on the PPrS of English instructors’ who have undergraduate and 
post-graduate degrees groups, t(138) = -1.64, p = .314 > .05. These results indicated 
that the degree that these NNESTs hold does not affect their ideas about teaching 
pronunciation in their classes. In other words, the NNESTs are already aware of the 
importance of teaching pronunciation regardless of the further education they had. 
The same analysis was conducted to see if NNESTs’ levels of scores on the 
Pronunciation Self Perception Scale (SPS) change depending on their degree of 
education. The data on the SPS of English instructors’ undergraduate and post-
graduate groups were computed using the Independent Samples t-Test. The results of 
the descriptive statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test are given in Table 8. 
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Table 8 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test Related to 
SPS and Degree of Education 
Group N x  SD df t p 
Undergraduate 89 51.02 3.86 138 0.95 .345 
Post-graduate 51 50.43 2.94    
 
As seen in Table 8, there was no statistically significant difference between 
the mean scores on the SPS of NNESTs who hold an undergraduate degree and those 
with a post-graduate degree, t(138) = 0.95, p = .345 > .05. These results indicated 
that English instructors believe that their pronunciation of English language is good 
whether they have an undergraduate degree or a post-graduate degree.  
Having a Native English Speaking Teacher 
 The effect of having a native English speaking teacher (NEST) at any level of 
the participants’ English language education on their scores on the Pronunciation 
Practice Scale was also tested. The data on the PPrS of the English instructors’ 
groups of the ones who had a NEST and those who did not have a NEST were 
analyzed using the Independent Samples t-Test. The results of the descriptive 
statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test are given in Table 9. 
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Table 9 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test Related 
PPrS and Having a Native English Speaking Teacher 
Group n x  SD df t p 
NEST 105 57.79 6.35 138 1.43 .156 
NNEST 35 55.97 7.05    
 
As displayed in Table 9, there was no statistically significant difference 
between the mean scores on the PPrS of English instructors’ groups of the ones who 
had a NEST and those who did not have a NEST, t(138) = 1.43, p = .156 > .05. 
These results indicated that NNESTs who had NESTs and who did not have NESTs 
think that pronunciation is an important part of teaching English. In other words, the 
participants who did not have a native English speaking teacher are also aware of this 
importance.  
The same comparison was conducted in order to see if the participants’ level 
of scores Self Perception Scale (SPS) change depending on whether they had NESTs 
(Native English Speaking Teachers/Instructors) at any level of their English language 
education. The data on the SPS of English instructors’ groups of the ones who had a 
NEST and those who did not have a NEST were analyzed using the Independent 
Samples t-Test. The results of the descriptive statistics and the Independent Samples 
t-Test are given in Table 10. 
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Table 10 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test Related to 
SPS and Having a Native English Speaking Teacher 
Group n x  SD df t p 
2
pη  
NEST 105 50.44 3.54 138 -2.16 .033 .016 
NNEST 35 51.91 3.41     
 
As indicated in Table 10, there were statistically significant differences 
between the mean scores on the SPS of English instructors’ groups of the ones who 
had NEST and the ones who did not have a NEST, t(138) = 1.43, p = .156 > .05, 2pη  
= .016. Since the mean score of the group that did not have a NEST was greater than 
that of the group that had NEST, this difference was in favour of the group which did 
not have a NEST. Because the group effect was significant, the effect size ( 2pη ) was 
reported for this independent variable (Weinberg, & Abramowitz, 2002, p. 652). The 
results of the Independent Samples t-Test yielded a small effect size of .01 ≤  2pη  = 
.016 < .06. 
These results indicated that NNESTs who had not had NESTs at any stage of 
their education believe that their pronunciation of English language is good enough 
and they feel comfortable about their pronunciation skills whereas the ones who had 
had NESTs feel less confident. This may be the result of having become aware of 
better pronunciation and feeling inferior when they hear a NEST's pronunciation. In 
other words, the instructors who had NESTs may be comparing themselves to these 
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NESTs so they do not feel as confident as the ones who had not had a native English 
speaking teacher during their education.  
Taking Phonology Classes 
Another variable, which is whether participants took any phonology classes at 
any level of their English language education, was analyzed in the study. First, the 
analysis was conducted to see if the participants’ level of scores on the Pronunciation 
Practice Scale (PPrS) changed depending upon whether they took phonology classes 
at any level of their English language education. The data on the PPrS of the groups 
of English instructors who had taken phonology classes and who had not taken 
phonology classes were analyzed using the Independent Samples t-Test. The results 
of the descriptive statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test were given in Table 
11. 
Table 11 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test Related to 
PPrS and Taking Phonology Classes 
Group n x  SD df t p 
2
pη  
Phonology 104 58.44 5.90 138 3.53 .001 .083 
Non- Phonology 36 54.14 7.35     
 
As shown in Table 11, there was a statistically significant difference between 
the mean scores on the PPrS of English instructors who had studied phonology 
lessons (phonology group) and those who had not (non-phonology group), t(138) = 
3.53, p = .001 < .05, 2pη  = .083. Since the phonology group’s mean was greater than 
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that of the non-phonology group, this difference was in favour of the phonology 
group. The results of the Independent Samples t-Test yielded a medium effect size of 
.06 ≤  2pη  = .083 < .14.  
These results indicated that English instructors who had taken phonology 
classes at any level of their English language education pay attention to teaching 
pronunciation in their classes more than the instructors who had not taken phonology 
classes. This finding may suggest that these NNESTs who took phonology classes 
teach pronunciation in their classes more than their colleagues who did not take the 
class because they are more familiar with the English sound system. 
 The same analysis was conducted using English instructors’ level of scores on 
Self Perception Scale (SPS). It was aimed to see if there would be a change in their 
self perception scales depending upon whether they had taken phonology classes at 
any level of their English language education. The data on the SPS of English 
instructors’ groups of the phonology and the non-phonology were analyzed using the 
Independent Samples t-Test. The results of the descriptive statistics and the 
Independent Samples t-Test are given in Table 12. 
Table 12 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test Related to 
SPS and Taking Phonology Classes 
Group n x  SD df t p 
Phonology 104 50.60 3.33 138 -1.20 .233 
Non-Phonology 36 51.42 4.12    
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As seen in Table 12, there was no statistically significant difference between 
the mean scores on the SPS of English instructors who had taken phonology classes 
(phonology group) and those who had not (non-phonology group), t(138) = -1.20, p 
= .233 > .05. Unlike the results of the PPrS, these results indicated that both groups 
believe that their pronunciation of English language is good enough and they feel 
comfortable with being a NNEST and teaching English pronunciation. The reason 
for this belief might be that they developed their pronunciation of English language 
also in other learning/teaching environments even if they did not have the chance to 
take phonology classes.  
Time spent in English Speaking Countries 
 The last question in the first section of the questionnaire was whether the 
participants spent time in English speaking countries and how long they stayed in 
these countries. Therefore, the last analysis was conducted using this information. In 
this part of the analysis, it was aimed to see if the participants’ level of scores on the 
Pronunciation Practice Scale (PPrS) changes depending upon whether they had been 
in these countries (the Abroad group) at any time or not (the Non-Abroad group). 
Since the normality assumption could be met (See Appendix 4), the data on the PPrS 
of English instructors’ groups on the Abroad and the Non-Abroad were analyzed 
using the Independent Samples t-Test. The results of the descriptive statistics and the 
Independent Samples t-Test are given in Table 13. 
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Table 13 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test Related to 
PPrS and Time Spent in English Speaking Countries 
Group n x  SD df t p 
Abroad 58 56.95 6.26 138 0.59 .558 
Non- Abroad 82 57.61 6.77    
 
As indicated in Table 13, there was no statistically significant difference 
between the mean scores on the PPrS of English instructors who had been abroad 
and who had not, t(138) = 0.59, p = .558 > .05. These results indicated that both 
English instructors who had been in English speaking countries and those who had 
not stated that they teach pronunciation in their classes.  
Another analysis was conducted in order to see if these NNESTs’ level of 
scores on the Self Perception Scale (SPS) changes depending upon whether they had 
been in English speaking countries (the Abroad group) in any time or had not  (the 
Non-Abroad group). The data on the SPS of English instructors’ groups on the 
Abroad and the Non-Abroad were analyzed using the Independent Samples t-Test, 
which is a parametric test. The results of the descriptive statistics and the 
Independent Samples t-Test are given in Table 14. 
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Table 14 
Results of the Descriptive Statistics and the Independent Samples t-Test Related to 
SPS and Time Spent in English Speaking Countries 
Group n x  SD df t p 
2
pη  
Abroad 58 49.90 3.64 138 2.60 .010 .047 
Non- Abroad 82 51.45 3.36     
 
 As demonstrated in Table 14, there were statistically significant differences 
between the mean scores on the SPS of English instructors who had been in English 
speaking countries and who had not, t(138) = 2.60, p = .010 < .05. Since the non-
abroad group’s mean was greater than that of the abroad group, this difference was in 
favour of the non-abroad group. Because the group effect was significant, the effect 
size ( 2pη ) was reported for this independent variable (Weinberg, & Abramowitz, 
2002, p. 652).  
These results indicated that English instructors who had not been in English 
speaking countries believe that their pronunciation of English language is good when 
compared to the results of the ones who had been in these countries. In other words, 
NNESTs who had not been in English speaking countries feel comfortable about 
their pronunciation skills but their colleagues who had been in English speaking 
countries do not think so about their own pronunciation skills. This may be the result 
of the fact that these NNESTs feel comfortable because they did not have the chance 
to see the difference between their own pronunciation skills and the native speakers’. 
In that sense, they are confident about their own pronunciation when they compare 
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themselves to their colleagues who are also non native English speaking teachers. 
Therefore, there may be a misconception of feeling content with their pronunciation 
because of being in a non-native speaking environment.  
Analysis of Research Question 2 
In order to answer the second research question, which is " What is the 
relationship between NNESTs’ perceptions and their teaching practices?" an analysis 
was conducted to see if there is a relationship between the NNESTs’ levels of scores 
on the Pronunciation Practice Scale (PPrS) and the Self Perception Scale (SPS). The 
relationship between NNESTs’ scores on the PPrS and the SPS was tested using the 
Pearson Correlation Analysis Technique. The results of the test are given in Table 
15. 
Table 15 
Results of the Pearson Correlation Analysis Related to Research Question 2 
Test Pair N r r2 p 
PPrS-SPS 140 .113 .013 .117 
 
As seen in Table 15, the results of the Pearson Correlation Analysis showed  
that there was no significant relationship between English instructors’ scores on the 
PPrS and the SPS, r(N = 140) = .113, p = .117 > .05, r2 = .013. According to Cohen’s 
(1992) correlation coefficient scale, the ranges of .10 ≤  r < .30, .30 ≤  r < .50 and .50 
 r < 1.00 are defined as a small correlation, medium correlation and large 
correlation, respectively. Thus, it could be said that there is a small and positive 
relationship between English instructors’ scores on the PPrS and the SPS. In 
addition, a small value of the determination coefficient of r2 = .013 indicated that 
≤
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NNETs’ scores on the PPrS and the SPS explained only 1.3 percent of the variation 
on each other. Yet, these results are not significant which means it might have 
occurred by chance.  
These results indicated that there is no relationship between English 
instructors’ scores on the PPrS and their scores on the SPS. In other words, an 
English instructor's self perception of pronunciation skills has no relation with his / 
her classroom practices.  
Conclusion 
This study examined the NNESTs’ self perceptions of their pronunciation 
skills and their pronunciation teaching practices in their classes. A five-point Likert 
Scale questionnaire was given to 140 NNESTs in four different universities and a 
number of t-tests and correlations were carried out. This chapter presented the 
analyses of the questionnaire in detail. The next chapter will discuss the findings, 
reflect on limitations of the study and provide ideas for further research.  
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION 
Introduction 
This study investigated the non-native English speaking teachers' (NNEST) 
perceptions of their own pronunciation skills, their styles of teaching pronunciation 
as NNEST, and the relationship between their pronunciation teaching styles and their 
self-perceptions. Their perceptions and teaching styles were also examined together 
with the following five factors; 1) Teaching Experience, 2) Degree of Education, 3) 
Having a Native English Speaking Teacher, 4) Taking Phonology Classes, and 5) 
Time Spent in English Speaking Countries. In this respect, the study attempted to 
answer the following research questions: 
1. What are the NNESTs’ perceptions of teaching pronunciation as a non 
native English speaker? 
1.1.     Is there a significant difference between teachers’ reported practice 
of teaching pronunciation and these factors separately: their years of 
experience, their degree of education, whether or not they had a native 
English speaking teacher, whether or not they took phonology classes, 
and the time they spent in English speaking countries? 
1.2.    Is there a significant difference between teachers’ self-perceptions 
of pronunciation and these factors separately: their years of experience, 
their degree of education, whether or not they had a native English 
speaking teacher, whether or not they took phonology classes, and the 
time they spent in English speaking countries? 
2. What is the relationship between NNESTs’ perceptions of their own 
pronunciation and their reported teaching practices?  
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This chapter will present the findings and discussion, the implications as well 
as the limitations of the study, and suggestions for further research.  
Findings and Discussion 
The statements in the questionnaire were classified into two main groups: 
statements that refer to self-perceptions (SPS) and the statements that refer to 
pronunciation practices (PPrS) of the participants. These two main groups were 
analyzed according to the first part of the questionnaire which included background 
information of the participants, namely, their teaching experience, their degree of 
education, whether or not they had ever had a native English speaking teacher, 
whether or not they had ever taken phonology classes and whether or not they had 
ever been in an English speaking country.   
In order to see if there is a relationship between the participants’ years of 
experience and their pronunciation teaching practices, the participants were 
categorized into four main groups according to the years of teaching experience (1-5 
years, 6-10 years, 11-15, 16 and more). When the participants’ responses to the PPrS 
statements were analyzed in relation to their years of experience, the results indicated 
no statistically significant difference among the groups. The results revealed that 
both the experienced and novice NNESTs pay attention to teaching pronunciation in 
their classrooms.  The same result was also observed in the analysis of the self-
perception scale (SPS). The responses to the SPS statements indicated that both 
experienced and inexperienced non-native speaking English teachers feel 
comfortable with their own pronunciation. However, among the groups, there was a 
statistical difference between the 1-5 years group and 11-15 years group (p = .022). 
The results of these two groups showed that the 1-5 years group is more confident 
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about being a NNEST and their own pronunciation skills. This result is in line with 
Rajagopalan’s  (2005) findings in which experienced NNESTs were more worried 
about being a non-native teacher than their less experienced colleagues. One 
probable reason for this finding can be that being experienced means being exposed 
to more challenges about pronunciation in or outside of the classroom over time 
when compared to their less experienced colleagues. The challenges awaiting a new 
teacher may lead to a decrease in the level of self-confidence about one's 
pronunciation skills.  
 As far as the participants’ degree of education and its relationship to their 
practice of teaching pronunciation are concerned, the results indicated that regardless 
of the degree that NNESTs hold (undergraduate or post graduate degrees), they all 
pay attention to teaching pronunciation in their classes and feel comfortable about 
teaching pronunciation as non-native teachers of English. The participants did not 
show any signs of lack of confidence in terms of their own pronunciation skills as 
well. This may be an indicator that the perceptions of these NNESTs and their 
pronunciation teaching practice skills do not develop or change during their 
education periods. In that, these NNESTs already have their own terms about 
teaching pronunciation and their perceptions do not change in time according to the 
further education they receive such as a graduate degree. When Bradford and 
Kenworthy's study (1991) is considered in which the participants stated that the 
pronunciation and phonology had been almost neglected in their training courses at 
the graduate level, it can be concluded that most teachers do not get sufficient 
training in their graduate level; therefore, they build their own ways of teaching 
pronunciation (as cited in Lambacher, 2001). Moreover, the results also support 
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Levis's (2005) claim that the importance of pronunciation has been based on the 
intuition of most teachers who decide what to teach by considering what is learnable 
in a classroom setting.  
 The factor of whether the NNESTs had ever had a native English speaking 
instructor throughout their education at any level revealed an interesting finding. 
According to the results, the NNESTs who had not had the chance to be taught by a 
native English speaking instructor displayed more confidence about their own 
pronunciation skills when compared to the ones who had had native English 
speaking instructors. These results may be interpreted with the help of  Liu's (1999) 
study which focused on the perception of the participants who worked in a major 
university in U.S. in terms of whether they see themselves as native or non-native 
speakers of English. Some of Liu's (1999) participants described themselves as 
NNESTs, but according to Liu's (1999) description they spoke English like native 
speakers. Both of these participants had received an MA degree in the U.S. from 
which it can be concluded that they had at least one NEST throughout their 
education. In addition, before going to the U.S., both of the participants were first 
exposed to English in EFL contexts. In short, like the participants of the current 
study, Liu's (1999) participants had the chance to compare themselves with native 
English speakers and they did not think they were at the same level with them. Still, 
the perceptions of the participants in Liu's (1999) study may also be the result of 
being in a country where English is the first language (L1) rather than simply having 
had a native English speaking instructor. Despite this significant difference in 
NNESTs's confidence in pronunciation, the results of the pronunciation practice 
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scale (PPrS) revealed that having a native English speaking instructor or not does not 
relate to the participants' teaching practices in their classrooms.  
 When the participants' responses were analyzed according to whether they 
had taken phonology classes or not at any level of their English language education, 
the results indicated that instructors who had taken phonology classes pay more 
attention to teaching pronunciation than their colleagues who had not had the chance 
to take phonology classes. In that sense, the results concur with the literature. For 
instance, Macdonald's study (2002) indicated that some of the participants in his 
study were reluctant to teach pronunciation not only because they do not like 
teaching it but also because they had not received any previous training on teaching 
it. While Macdonald (2002) mainly focused on the pedagogical training on teaching 
pronunciation, taking phonology classes as part of professional development could 
have some positive effects on teachers. This way, the NNESTs could have more self 
confidence about teaching pronunciation and learning how to teach pronunciation. 
The results of the current study indicated that taking phonology classes can 
positively affect teachers' willingness to teach pronunciation in their classes. 
However, the participants' self-perception results did not reveal any difference; in 
other words, both groups see their own pronunciation skills as being good enough 
and they are self-confident with respect to their own pronunciation skills as NNESTs.  
 As for the last factor, which was whether the participants had been in an 
English speaking country or not, there was no statistically significant difference in 
their results on the teaching practice scale (PPrS). Both groups' results indicated that 
they pay attention to teaching pronunciation in their classes. However, their results 
on the self-perception scale (SPS) showed significant differences. The participants 
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who stated that they had been in an English speaking country are not as comfortable 
with their own pronunciation skills when compared to the other group which has not 
been abroad. This finding concurs with Arva and Medgyes's (2000) study which 
found that despite having been to English speaking countries, the participants stated 
that they have problems with competence, especially with pronunciation, vocabulary 
and colloquial expressions. Even the non-native participants of Kamhi-Stein, Aagard, 
Ching, Paik, and Sesser's study (2004), most of whom had lived in the US for more 
than ten years, stated that their pronunciation skills were their weakest feature of 
their English (as cited in Braine, 2010). This result is also in line with the findings of 
having a native English speaking instructor factor, as in both cases, the participants 
who somehow had the chance to communicate with native English speakers and 
compare themselves to the native speakers of the language are more aware of their 
deficiencies when compared to the ones who did not have this chance. The 
participants who had not been to English speaking countries, therefore, may have a 
higher confidence rate because of the fact that they mostly experience a NNES-
NNES communication. However, this higher confidence rate may also be interpreted 
as their being exposed to a variety of resources rather than only communicating with 
the native speakers of the language. These results indicate that the participants of this 
study match with Medgyes' (1992) description of the ideal NNEST, as he states that 
an ideal NNEST is the one who achieved near-native proficiency in English and the 
participants of this study revealed that they do not seem pleased with their own 
pronunciation skills, and they feel that they still need some improvement in terms of 
pronunciation in order to achieve near-native proficiency.  
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Concerning the relationship between the self-perceptions of the NNESTs and 
their classroom practices, the results of this study showed there was no significant 
relationship between the classroom practices of the participants and their self-
perceptions about pronunciation. This finding contradicts with Kelly's (2001) claim 
that pronunciation is a neglected part of English because most of the teachers are not 
comfortable with dealing with the sounds and intonation. According to this result, 
one can infer that however the instructors feel about their own pronunciation skills, 
their self perceptions do not have any effect on their pronunciation teaching 
practices. The result also contradicts with Samimy and Griffler's (1999) results in 
which most of the participants stated that their difficulties with language affected 
their classroom practices (as cited in Braine, 2010).  
 The results of the study did not reveal far different results than those that 
already existed in the literature. The overall picture of NNESTs in this study is that 
teachers' years of experience and their degree of education do not have a negative 
effect on their self-perceptions and their teaching practices except for two groups out 
of four which had different results in the teaching experience year analysis where the 
teachers with 1-5 years of experience had a higher score on self-perception scale 
when compared to the teachers with 11-15 years of experience. This is an expected 
result when Rajagapolan’s (2005) findings are considered in which experienced 
NNESTs felt less confident about being a NNEST when compared to their more 
junior colleagues. 
  On the other hand, having a native English speaking instructor, taking 
phonology classes and spending time in English speaking countries can affect 
NNESTs' perceptions and their teaching practices. In terms of self-perception, having 
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a native English speaking teacher and spending time in English speaking countries 
affect the self-perceptions of the NNESTs as the participants who had had a NEST 
and been in English speaking countries showed a lower self-confidence rate about 
their own pronunciation skills. This result is in line with Medgyes and Reves's study 
(1994) in which they suggested that NNESTs who had been in frequent contact with 
native speakers perceived their own command of English relatively low, and this 
perception may be the result of the participants' judging their own command of 
English more severely because of this frequent contact. In terms of classroom 
practices, the only difference was seen in the analysis of taking phonology classes. 
The results of the responses provided by the participants who claimed to have taken 
phonology classes indicated that these NNESTs pay more attention to teaching 
pronunciation in their classes. This result also adds on and contributes to Wong's 
(1993) explanation  which shows that it is possible to reduce the anxiety of NNESTs 
about teaching pronunciation if these teachers become educated in teaching 
pronunciation. Moreover, the results are also in line with Macdonald's study (2002) 
in which he claims that in order to teach pronunciation confidently, effectively and 
more often, NNESTs need ongoing development.  
Pedagogical Implications of the Study 
The results of the current study suggest considerably important implications 
to the issue of NESTs and NNESTs. Regarding self-perceptions, NNESTs in 
preparatory schools of universities are not affected by their degree of education and / 
or their years of experience. The NNESTs felt comfortable in teaching the language 
in general and teaching pronunciation in particular; therefore, there is no need to 
favour NESTs for only speaking English as their first languages. 
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As for the classroom practices aspect of this study, results indicated that 
taking phonology classes has a positive effect on NNESTs and they pay more 
attention to teaching pronunciation when compared to their colleagues who did not 
take such courses. If taking phonology classes has such a positive effect on teaching 
pronunciation, then NNESTs should be encouraged to take these classes and some 
courses which only deal with phonology and pronunciation should be added in 
teacher training programmes. Moreover, in-service training should also be provided 
specific to the needs of these NNESTs. As Braine (2010) states, low levels of 
proficiency or fluency are not enough for language teachers as the teachers are not 
only the users of the language but also its teachers and role models for students. 
Training and encouraging professional development in terms of language proficiency 
in general, pronunciation in particular should be the starting point for the NNESTs in 
Turkey. If knowledge of phonology is considered to be one of the two especially 
important factors for teaching pronunciation (Baker & Murphy, 2011), then it can be 
concluded that NNESTs in prep schools of Turkey should be trained well in this area 
before learning the other important factor, which is the techniques and approaches 
for teaching pronunciation. Moreover, the institutions which believe that 
pronunciation teaching should be emphasized more in EFL should consider re-
designing their curriculum accordingly. Phonology courses should also be included 
in BA and MA programs of ELT departments in order to prepare English language 
teachers who are interested in pronunciation teaching in a professional manner.  
 As Jenkins (2004) stated, nowadays pronunciation teaching research has been 
focusing on supersegmental features as well as the segmental features. Jenkins 
(2004) also indicated that pronunciation is not treated to be an isolated linguistic 
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phenomenon any more, on the contrary, it is linked to the other aspects of language 
and language teaching by many researchers. Considering this change, administrators 
of the intensive language programs may consider designing curriculum which neither 
excludes pronunciation teaching as a whole nor focuses on segmental levels too 
much. According to Jenkins (2004), research on English as an International 
Language (EIL) also suggests that pronunciation is an important factor that prevents 
breakdowns in communication between speakers, and the intelligibility of a NNS-
NNS communication is elevated by pronunciation. In light of this information, 
institutions and administrators may evaluate how much emphasis they should put on 
pronunciation and which parts of pronunciation are important for an intelligible 
communication; therefore, the results of this study may help the institutions and 
administrators create or re-organise their curriculum in line with their decisions.  
Considering the relationship between the self-perceptions of the NNESTs and 
their classroom practices, the results of the study showed that there was no 
significant relationship between the self perceptions of the participants and their 
classroom practices. According to Medgyes (1992), there is more than language 
competence to define a NEST superior to his / her NNEST colleague. Therefore, 
having more or less confidence about language competency, pronunciation in this 
case, should not be related to the NNESTs' teaching practices and they should not be 
defined as inferior to their NEST colleagues in these terms. The results of this study 
indicated that factors other than the self perceptions of the NNESTs about their 
pronunciation skills should be considered as the factors that affect the reported 
classroom practices of the NNESTs. Furthermore, the comparison of NEST vs. 
NNEST should be reconsidered as the results showed that NNESTs put as much 
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effort as they can in their classes regardless of their self-perceptions of pronunciation 
skills.  
Limitations of the Study 
 The aim of the study was to examine non native English speaking teachers' 
(NNEST) self-perceptions of being non-native and their own pronunciation skills and 
the relationship between their perceptions and their teaching practices. The study was 
conducted in four different universities in Ankara, Turkey. If the time and resources 
had been available to reach other universities in Turkey, the study could have 
explained the situation of NNESTs in prep schools of universities in Turkey more 
clearly.  
 If an in-depth interview session had been conducted with at least five 
participants whose scores on the questionnaire had differed,  it could have given 
more information about the participants' preferences and given the researcher the 
chance to explain the results in light of these findings. Classroom observations would 
also have been a good support to the results and would have given the researcher the 
chance to compare the reported behaviour with their actual behaviour (Arva & 
Medgyes, 2000). However, time constraints prevented the researcher from doing 
either.  
Suggestions for Further Research 
 The study was limited to the data gathered through questionnaires since due 
to time constraints it was not possible to conduct a classroom observation or an in-
depth interview session. This study could be enlarged with classroom observations or 
in-depth interview sessions. It could also include more instructors from different 
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universities in different cities of Turkey to get a clearer picture of Turkish non-native 
English speaking instructors' perceptions and practices.  
 Moreover, the questionnaire could be revised and expanded with  more 
statements and more factors to be analyzed such as age and/or gender of the 
participants, which part of the pronunciation teaching is more difficult or easier for 
them to teach. As much of the literature focused on the NEST vs. NNESTs also from 
the students' perspectives, it is also possible to include students' ideas about their 
NNESTs in an environment which does not include native English speaking teachers. 
Seeing the students' perspectives and getting their ideas about their teachers could 
also provide more information for both the NNESTs and the institutions. 
Conclusion 
 The study attempted to shed light onto NNESTs' self-perceptions and 
classroom practices of teaching pronunciation in an environment which does not 
include native English speaking colleagues. The results showed that only interaction 
with the native English speakers (having a native English speaking teacher and 
spending time in English speaking countries) affect the self-perception of the 
NNESTs, which also supports the literature which compare native English speaking 
teachers to non-native English speaking teachers working in the same institution 
(Arva & Medgyes, 2000; Ezberci, 2005; Ozturk & Atay, 2010; Tang, 1997) where, 
the NNESTs feel less confident when they compare themselves to their native 
English speaking colleagues.  
 Being a non native speaker is a challenge to all language instructors 
especially while teaching pronunciation. Additionally, there are so many different 
factors that affect NNESTs' motivation to teach pronunciation and their level of 
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confidence in their own pronunciation skills. However, the NNESTs can both benefit 
from being a NNEST while teaching English as a foreign language and provide the 
necessary pronunciation training in their classes by either receiving some training 
particularly in pronunciation teaching or learning how to deal with their self 
perceptions of pronunciation which hinder their pronunciation teaching. 
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APPENDIX 1: FOCUS GROUPS QUESTIONS 
1) How important is pronunciation teaching to you? 
2) What is the amount of time you spend teaching pronunciation in class? 
3) How do you decide on this amount? 
4) How do you teach pronunciation? 
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APPENDIX 2: INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
1) Did you have lessons on pronunciation when you were studying the language?  
2) Did you take a course in Phonetics/Phonology at university?  
3) Are you aware of any particular problems with your pronunciation / your students’ 
pronunciation?  
4) How do you feel about being a non native speaker of the language you teach?  
5) How do you feel about your own pronunciation as a NNEST?  
6) What do you do to improve your pronunciation? 
7) How much attention do you pay to your pronunciation in class? 
8) What do you do about pronunciation before classes? 
9) How do you prepare for the activities that focus on pronunciation? 
10) Do you think you are a good model for pronunciation for your students? 
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APPENDIX 3: QUESTIONNAIRE 
PART I:  Personal Information 
1. Age: __________________ 
2. Number of years in teaching EFL: __________________ 
3.  Academic Degree:   
a) BA   
b) MA       
c) PhD.  
d) Other...... 
4.  I had native English speaking teacher(s) when I studied English and/or during my 
teacher education program. 
a) Yes       b) No 
5. I took phonetics/phonology classes as part of my teacher education program. 
a) Yes       b) No 
6. Please fill in the gaps about the total amount of time you spent in the countries 
whose native language is English. 
a).......weeks 
b) ......months    
c) ......years 
d) never. 
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Part II:  
1: Strongly disagree, 2: Disagree, 3: Undecided, 4: Agree, 5: Strongly agree 
No  
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
D
is
ag
re
e 
U
nd
ec
id
ed
 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
1 Teaching pronunciation is an essential part of 
teaching English. 1 2 3 4 5 
2 I spend time on improving the pronunciation of 
specific English sounds that Turkish students have 
difficulty with. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3 Pronunciation should be taught as a separate class. 1 2 3 4 5 
4 I spend time on teaching how to pronounce 
individual sounds in my classes. 1 2 3 4 5 
5 I spend time on teaching stress /rhythm and 
intonation in my classes. 1 2 3 4 5 
6 I check the pronunciation of unknown words in a 
dictionary before going to the classroom. 1 2 3 4 5 
7 Pronunciation is important for students. 1 2 3 4 5 
8  I make sure that my students know about the 
difference between Turkish and English sound 
systems. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9 Knowledge of the phonetic alphabet helps students 
become independent learners. 1 2 3 4 5 
10 The amount of time I spend on pronunciation 
teaching depends on the level of the students. 1 2 3 4 5 
11 I enjoy teaching pronunciation in my classes. 1 2 3 4 5 
12 As a NNEST I think it is OK to have an accent. 1 2 3 4 5 
13 I need to read more about the phonological 
characteristics of individual English sounds. 1 2 3 4 5 
14  Pronunciation should be taught as part of a class on 
speaking. 1 2 3 4 5 
15 Pronunciation should be taught as part of a class on 
listening. 1 2 3 4 5 
16 Pronunciation should be taught as part of a class on 
reading. 1 2 3 4 5 
17 Pronunciation should be taught as part of a class on 
writing. 1 2 3 4 5 
18 I see myself as a good role model for pronunciation 
in my classes. 1 2 3 4 5 
19 As a NNEST I don’t feel confident enough in my 
knowledge of English. 1 2 3 4 5 
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20 Being a NNEST is a hindrance in terms of my 
pronunciation. 1 2 3 4 5 
21 Having a native-like pronunciation is important for 
me as a NNEST. 1 2 3 4 5 
22 I need to learn more about stress/rhythm/intonation in 
English. 1 2 3 4 5 
23 My pronunciation would be better if I spent time 
abroad. 1 2 3 4 5 
24 I believe NNESTs can speak English without an 
accent. 1 2 3 4 5 
25 I wouldn’t pay attention to my pronunciation in the 
classroom if my students had a native English 
speaker teacher.  
1 2 3 4 5 
26 I would feel proud of myself if someone told me that 
I have a native-like pronunciation. 1 2 3 4 5 
27 I need to work on improving my pronunciation of 
individual English sounds 1 2 3 4 5 
28 I feel confident about my pronunciation as a NNEST. 1 2 3 4 5 
29 I am aware of specific difficulties Turkish speakers 
have with individual English sounds and clusters of 
sounds.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX 4: SELF PERCEPTION SCALE ITEMS 
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1 As a NNEST I think it is OK to have an accent. 1 2 3 4 5 
2 I need to read more about the phonological 
characteristics of individual English sounds. 1 2 3 4 5 
3 I see myself as a good role model for pronunciation 
in my classes. 1 2 3 4 5 
4 As a NNEST I don’t feel confident enough in my 
knowledge of English. 1 2 3 4 5 
5 Being a NNEST is a hindrance in terms of my 
pronunciation. 1 2 3 4 5 
6 Having a native-like pronunciation is important for 
me as a NNEST. 1 2 3 4 5 
7 I need to learn more about stress/rhythm/intonation in 
English. 1 2 3 4 5 
8 My pronunciation would be better if I spent time 
abroad. 1 2 3 4 5 
9 I believe NNESTs can speak English without an 
accent. 1 2 3 4 5 
10 I wouldn’t pay attention to my pronunciation in the 
classroom if my students had a native English 
speaker teacher.  
1 2 3 4 5 
11 I would feel proud of myself if someone told me that 
I have a native-like pronunciation. 1 2 3 4 5 
12 I need to work on improving my pronunciation of 
individual English sounds 1 2 3 4 5 
13 I feel confident about my pronunciation as a NNEST. 1 2 3 4 5 
14 I am aware of specific difficulties Turkish speakers 
have with individual English sounds and clusters of 
sounds.  
1 2 3 4 5 
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APPENDIX 5: PRONUNCIATION PRACTICE SCALE ITEMS 
 
 
No  
St
ro
ng
ly
 
di
sa
gr
ee
 
D
is
ag
re
e 
U
nd
ec
id
ed
 
A
gr
ee
 
St
ro
ng
ly
 
ag
re
e 
1 Teaching pronunciation is an essential 
part of teaching English. 1 2 3 4 5 
2 I spend time on improving the 
pronunciation of specific English sounds 
that Turkish students have difficulty with. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3 Pronunciation should be taught as a 
separate class. 1 2 3 4 5 
4 I spend time on teaching how to 
pronounce individual sounds in my 
classes. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5 I spend time on teaching stress /rhythm 
and intonation in my classes. 1 2 3 4 5 
6 I check the pronunciation of unknown 
words in a dictionary before going to the 
classroom. 
1 2 3 4 5 
7 Pronunciation is important for students. 1 2 3 4 5 
8  I make sure that my students know about 
the difference between Turkish and 
English sound systems. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9 Knowledge of the phonetic alphabet 
helps students become independent 
learners. 
1 2 3 4 5 
10 The amount of time I spend on 
pronunciation teaching depends on the 
level of the students. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11 I enjoy teaching pronunciation in my 
classes. 1 2 3 4 5 
12  Pronunciation should be taught as part of 
a class on speaking. 1 2 3 4 5 
13 Pronunciation should be taught as part of 
a class on listening. 1 2 3 4 5 
14 Pronunciation should be taught as part of 
a class on reading. 1 2 3 4 5 
15 Pronunciation should be taught as part of 
a class on writing. 1 2 3 4 5 
77 
 
APPENDIX 6: NORMALITY TESTS RESULTS 
Teaching Experience Pronunciation Teaching Practice Scale (PPrS) Normality 
Test Results 
Before the analysis was conducted, the normality assumption, which is the 
most basic assumption of the parametric tests, was examined. The results of 
normality test are given in Table 16 
Table 16 
Results of the Normality Test for PPrs and Teaching Experience 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df P 
1-5 years 0.10 52 .200    
6-10 years 0.15 45 .015 0.90 45 .010 
11-15 years 0.19 25 .017 0.89 25 .014 
16 or more years 0.14 18 .200 0.91 18 .097 
 
 Because the size of the ‘1-5 group’ was greater than 50, the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was used to test whether this group’s data were normally distributed or 
not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the group’s data were 
normally distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (52) = 0.10, p = .200 > .05. 
The normality of data of the other three groups, which sample size was less than or 
equal to 50, was examined using the Shapiro-Wilk test. The results of the Shapiro-
Wilk test indicated that the ‘6-10 years’ and the ‘11-15 years’ groups’ data on the 
PPrS were not normally distributed, SW (45) = 0.90, p = .010 < .05 and SW (25) = 
0.89, p = .014 < .05, respectively. However, when sample size per group is at least 
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20, the normality assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 219; Tabachnick, & 
Fidell, 2007, p. 78, 382). The ’16-or-more-years’ group’ data on the PPrS were 
normally distributed, SW (18) = 0.91, p = .097 > .05. 
Teaching Experience Self Perception Scale (SPS) Normality Test Results  
 Before the second analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was 
examined. The results of normality test are given in Table 17. 
Table 17 
Results of the Normality Test for SPS and Teaching Experience 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df P 
1-5 years 0.11 52 .186    
6-10 years 0.16 45 .009 0.95 45 .096 
11-15 years 0.20 25 .009 0.92 25 .077 
16 or more years 0.14       18          .200 0.96 18 .544 
 
 Because the size of the ‘1-5 group’ was greater than 50, the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was used to test whether this group’s data were normally distributed or 
not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the group’s data were 
normally distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (52) = 0.11, p = .186 > .05. 
The normality of data of the other three groups, sample size of which was less than 
or equal to 50, was examined using the Shapiro-Wilk test. The results of the Shapiro-
Wilk test indicated that all three groups’ data on the SPS were normally distributed, 
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SW (45) = 0.95, p = .096 > .05,  SW (25) = 0.92, p = .077 > .05 and SW (18) = 0.96, 
p = .544 > .05, respectively. 
 Degree of Education PPrS Normality Test Results 
 Before the analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was examined. 
The results of normality test are given in Table 18. 
Table 18 
Results of the Normality Test for PPrS and Degree of Education 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df P 
Undergraduate Instructors 0.13 89 .001    
Post-Graduate Instructors 0.18 51 .000    
 
 Because the sizes of both the instructors who have an undergraduate degree 
and a post-graduate degree groups were greater than 50, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test was used to test whether this group’s data were normally distributed or not. The 
results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that both the group’s data were not 
normally distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (89) = 0.13, p = .001 < .05, 
and KS (51) = 0.18, p = .000 < .05. However, when sample size per group is at least 
20, the normality assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 219; Tabachnick, & 
Fidell, 2007, p. 78, 382). 
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Degree of Education SPS Normality Test Results 
 Before the analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was examined. 
The results of normality test are given in Table 19. 
Table 19 
Results of the Normality Test for SPS and Degree of Education 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df p 
Undergraduated Instructors 0.08 89 .200    
Graduated Instructors 0.15 51 .006    
 
 Because the sizes of both the instructors who hold an undergraduate degree 
and post-graduate degree groups were greater than 50, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test 
was used to test whether this group’s data were normally distributed or not. The 
results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the undergraduate group’s data 
were normally distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (89) = 0.08,  p = .200 > 
.05, but not the post-graduate group’s data, KS (51) = 0.15, p = .006 < .05. However, 
when sample size per group is at least 20, the normality assumption can be ignored 
(Pallant, 2001, p. 219; Tabachnick, & Fidell, 2007, p. 78, 382). 
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Having a Native English Speaking Teacher PPrS Normality Test Results 
Before the analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was examined. The 
results of normality test are given in Table 20. 
Table 20 
Results of the Normality Test for PPrS and Having a Native English Speaking 
Teacher 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df P 
NEST 0.11 105 .002    
Non-NEST (NNEST) 0.14 35 .065 0.92 35 .029 
 
 Because the size of the NEST group was greater than 50, the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was used to test whether this group’s data were normally distributed or 
not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the group’s data were 
not normally distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (105) = 0.11, p = .002 < 
.05. The normality of data of the NNEST group, which sample size was less than 50, 
was examined using the Shapiro-Wilk test. The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test 
indicated that the data of this group were also not normally distributed, SW (35) = 
0.92, p = .029 < .05. However, when sample size per group is at least 20, the 
normality assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 219; Tabachnick, & Fidell, 
2007, p. 78, 382). 
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Having a Native English Speaking Teacher SPS Normality Test Results 
Before the analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was examined. 
The results of normality test are given in Table 21. 
Table 21 
Results of the Normality Test for SPS and Having a Native English Speaking Teacher 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df P 
NEST 0.12 105 .001    
Non-NEST (NNEST) 0.11 35 .200 1.00 35 .705 
 
 Because the size of the NEST group was greater than 50, the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov test was used to test whether this group’s data were normally distributed or 
not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the group’s data were 
not normally distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (105) = 0.12, p = .001 < 
.05. The normality of data of the NNEST group, which sample size was less than 50, 
was examined using the Shapiro-Wilk test. The results of the Shapiro-Wilk test 
indicated that the data of this group were normally distributed, SW (35) = 1.00, p = 
.705 > .05. However, when sample size per group is at least 20, the normality 
assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 219; Tabachnick, & Fidell, 2007, p. 78, 
382). 
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Taking Phonology Classes PPrS Normality Test Results 
Before the analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was examined. 
The results of normality test are given in Table 22. 
Table 22 
Results of the Normality Test for PPrS and Taking Phonology Classes 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df P 
Phonology 0.11 104 .002    
Non-Phonology 0.16 36 .016 1.00 36 .252 
 
 Because the size of the phonology group was greater than 50, the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to test whether this group’s data were normally 
distributed or not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the 
group’s data were not normally distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (104) 
= 0.11, p = .002 < .05. The normality of data of the non-phonology group, sample 
size of which was less than 50, was examined using the Shapiro-Wilk test. The 
results of the Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that the data of this group were normally 
distributed, SW (36) = 1.00, p = .252 > .05. However, when sample size per group is 
at least 20, the normality assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 219; 
Tabachnick, & Fidell, 2007, p. 78, 382). 
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Taking Phonology Classes SPS Normality Test Results 
 Before the analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was examined. 
The results of normality test are given in Table 23. 
Table 23 
Results of the Normality Test for SPS and Taking Phonology Classes 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df p 
Phonology 0.11 104 .006    
Non- Phonology 0.17 36 .014 1.00 36 .374 
 
 Because the size of the phonology group was greater than 50, the 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to test whether this group’s data were normally 
distributed or not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that the 
group’s data were not normally distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (104) 
= 0.11, p = .006 < .05. The normality of data of the non-phonology group, sample 
size of which was less than 50, was examined using the Shapiro-Wilk test. The 
results of the Shapiro-Wilk test indicated that the data of this group were normally 
distributed, SW (36) = 1.00, p = .374 > .05. However, when sample size per group is 
at least 20, the normality assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 219; 
Tabachnick, & Fidell, 2007, p. 78, 382). 
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Time spent in English speaking countries PPrS Normality Test Results 
 Before going on with the analysis, the normality assumption was examined. 
The results of normality test are given in Table 24. 
Table 24 
Results of the Normality Test for PPrS and Time Spent in English Speaking 
Countries 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df p 
Abroad 0.13 58 .018    
Non-Abroad 0.08 82 .200    
 
 Because the size of both the Abroad and the Non-Abroad groups was greater 
than 50, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to test whether their data were 
normally distributed or not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that 
the Abroad group’s data were not normally distributed at the significance level of 
.05, KS (58) = 0.13, p = .018 < .05. However, the Non-Abroad group’s data were 
normally distributed, SW (82) = 0.08, p = .200 > .05. Nonetheless, when sample size 
per group is at least 20, the normality assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 
219; Tabachnick, & Fidell, 2007, p. 78, 382). 
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Time spent in English speaking countries SPS Normality Test Results 
Before the analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was examined. 
The results of normality test are given in Table 25. 
Table 25 
Results of the Normality Test for SPS and Time Spent in English Speaking Countries 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Independent Variable Level KS df p SW df p 
Abroad 0.14 58 .007    
Non-Abroad 0.12 82 .009    
 
 Because the size of both the Abroad and the Non-Abroad groups was greater 
than 50, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was used to test whether their data were 
normally distributed or not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that 
both the Abroad group’s and the Non-Abroad group’s data were not normally 
distributed at the significance level of .05, KS (58) = 0.14, p = .007 < .05 and KS 
(82) = 0.12, p = .009 < .05. However, when sample size per group is at least 20, the 
normality assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 219; Tabachnick, & Fidell, 
2007, p. 78, 382). 
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Research Question 2 Normality Test Results 
Before analysis was conducted, the normality assumption was examined for 
the second research question. The results of normality test are given in Table 26. 
Table 26 
Results of the Normality Test for PPrS and SPS 
 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Shapiro-Wilk 
Scale KS df p SW df p 
PPrS 0.09 140 .010    
SPS 0.10 140 .002    
 
 Because the size of the sample was greater than 50, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
test was used to test whether the sample’s data on the PPrS and the SPS were 
normally distributed or not. The results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test showed that 
both the data on PPrS and the data on the SPS were not normally distributed at the 
significance level of .05, KS (140) = 0.09, p = .010 < .05 and KS (140) = 0.10, p = 
.002 < .05. However, when sample size per group is at least 20, the normality 
assumption can be ignored (Pallant, 2001, p. 219; Tabachnick, & Fidell, 2007, p. 78, 
382). 
 
 
 
 
 
